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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Tue RETIREMENT of Mr, Justice Hawxtns can hardly be said 
to have taken the world by surprise. He is eighty-two years 
of age, and in the nature of things the step could not have been 
long delayed. But the exceptional ispbayed which, to the sorrow 
of counsel and juries, he recently vg arth at the Kent whe Sona 
and his conduct this week of the lackmailing 
were not calculated to give the impression ths we were about 
to lose so noteworthy a judge. Sir Henry Hawxrvs was called 
in 1843, he took silk in 1858, and was raised to the bench in 
1876. His career at the bar, where he was in the front rank 
of advocates, is chiefly associated with the tion in the 

Tichborne case, in which he led for the Crown. On the bench 
he has acquired a a es y in criminal cases, which 
no successor is lik © rt law with knowledge 
of the world at large, pes to the wor at large he was, — 
the most familiar name among the judges. He will carry in 
his retirement the esteem and goodwill of both branches of he 
profession. 





Tue vecrsion of the Court of Appeal this week in Lyons 
Sons v. Wilkine removes any doubt that may have been ca 
by the result of Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 258; 1898, A. 0. 1 
as to the legality of picketing. The case turned section 
of the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, which 
provides that MB person who, with a view to " compel 
any other abstain from or to do any 
act which such alee } has a t to do or abstain 
from doing, wrongfully and without authority 
(4) watches or besets the house or other place ns eo 
person resides, or or carries on businéss . . 
on conviction thereof by a court of summary justitotion,” 
be liable to a ee ee ne a at or its 
the premises for the merely of obtaining or communicat- 
ing NaSorinetion. 1 is coat Be deemed a Titellag or 
within the mea’ of the séction. The construction of 
provision has been before the Court of A if an 
earlier stage of the case (45 W. BR. 19;.1896, I Oh. 811), andit 
has been held that picketing, though carried on for the purpose 
8 
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of peaceable persuasion, is a watching and besetting within the 
meaning of the section, and is an illegal procedure which will 
be restrained by injunction. On the present occasion stress 
has been laid on the words ‘“‘ wrongfully and without legal 
authority,” and it has been contended that picketing carried 
on for purposes legalized by Allen v. Flood cannot be 
thus characterized. Allen v. Flood, however, was concerned 
with a different form of trade union proceedings, and it was 
decided that, if otherwise legal, they were not rendered 
illegal by the existence of “malicious” motive. But the 
specific act of picketing is forbidden by the section, and, if the 
words “ wrongfully and without legal authority” require justi- 
fication, it isto be found in the fact that the picketing is in 
itself a legal nuisance. So the Court of Appeal have held, and 
with their decision trade unions in the future will have to 
reckon. 


Tne case of Re Gamble (reported in another column) will 
rerve as @ useful reminder to justices of the limitations of their 
power to commit to prison. In the case referred to they had 
rent a man to prison for fourteen days for his failure to pay a 
small sum of money which he had previously been ordered to 
psy to the guardians of a poor law union in respect of the main- 
tenance of his father, and a further sum for costs. Before 1868 
enactments were in force under which penalties were imposed 
for disobedience to a maintenance order. Section 36 of the 
Poor Relief Act of that year repeals those enactments, and 
provides that maintenance orders are to be enforced in the 
manner prescribed by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (11 
& 12 Vict. c. 43). That Act, again, was amended by the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which draws a line between 
sums recoverable on complaint and sums recoverable on infor- 
mation. The latter sums are penalties, and the information and 
the proceedings which follow it are of a criminal nature. But 
sums recoverable on complaint are “ civil debts,”’ and such sums, 
and any costs ordered to be paid by the complainant or 
defendant, can only be recovered in the manner in which 
civil debts recoverable summarily are recoverable under 
the Act of 1879. Section 35 of the Act expressly provides 
for the recovery of a civil debt recoverable summarily ; the order 
of the court for payment is not to be enforced by imprisonment 
* unless it be proved to the satisfaction of such court . . . that 
the person making default in payment of such civil debt, instal- 
ment, or costs either has, or has had since the date of the order, 
the means to pay the sum in respect of which he has made 
default, and has refused or neglected, or refuses or neglects, to 
pay the same.” This section puts the law as to the recovery of 
civil debts in a court of summary jurisdiction on the same footing 
as the general law as to imprisonment for debt embodied in the 
Debtors Act, 1869. There is nothing to except maintenance 
orders from the provisions of the Act of 1879. In Gamble’s case 
the justices had sent the defendant to prison without any previ- 
Ous inquiry as to his means: such an order was clearly illega'. 





Ir arpgars from the decision of Romer, J., in Re Jarvis 
Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 118) that the Companies Act, 1898, 
is not wide enough to deal with all the cases of hardship 
which may arise in consequence of failure to protect by a duly 
registered contract shares issued as fully paid up. In that case 
the vendor to the company arranged to take as the consideration 
for the sale £6,500 in £1 shares of the company. In anticipation 
of his contract with the company he signed the memorandum of 
association for 6,500 shares, and these were the only shares 
which were ever applied for by or allotted to him. Subse- 
quently he entered into a formal contract for sale at the agreed 

rice, and the contract was duly filed. It is, however, un- 
ortunately settled that a subscriber to the memorandum 
cannot in this way take as fully paid up the shares 
for which he signs. Section 25 of the Companies Act, 
1867, requires that the protecting contract shall be filed ‘at 
or before the issue of the shares.” But in the case of shares 
subscribed for in the memorandum the “issue” is deemed to 
take place upon the incorporation of the company, and though 
it may be sufficient if the contract is filed so shortly after the 
registration of the company as to be practically simultaneous 





| purpose which cannot be attained in a far more convenient way, 








with it, yet if a substantial period elapses the contract affords 
no protection (Dalton Timelock Co. v. Dalton, 66 L. T.704), This 
being the state of the law, it would seem that in the present 
case the 6,400 shares were not protected by the filed contract, 
and an attempt was made to cure the defect by obtaining an 
order under the recent Act. That Act is expressed to be available 
where shares have been issued as fully paid up for a consideration 
other than cash, and at or before the issue of such shares “ no 
contract or no sufficient contract is filed.” At first sight this exactly 
applies to the present case. No contract was filed at or before 
the issue of the shares subscribed for in the memorandum, and 
it was therefore permissible under the Act to order the filing of 
any contract under which they were really issued, so that the 
filing should operate as from before the issue. But under what 
contract were they issued? Romer, J., appears to have treated 
the contract to take 6,500 shares arising upon the memorandum 
as distinct from the contract to take in the same number of 
shares payment for the property sold. Possibly this may be 
so, but there was obviously no intention to make two such 
contracts. If the decision is correct, it is an additional reason 
for the total repeal of section 25. The section serves no useful 

















and the Legislature has not succeeded in curing the hardship 
which it may inflict. 











A very extraordinary case was investigated lately at the 
North London police-court. It was alleged that the accused 
person had entirely demolished two houses and carried awa 
the whole of the materials of which they had been construc 
The houses had apparently been standing unoccupied for some 
time, and the defendant was said to have employed a number of 
men and wagons aud to have pulled down and carted awa: 
every part of the houses, and also the whole of a boundary w 
which belonged to the vestry. When the owner came to see his 
property he was astonished to find a clear site, and to find no 
vestige of his houses. The facts are strange enough, but still 
stranger is it that, except incidentally, the facts do not constitute 
a criminal offence. At common law things real, or which savour 
of the realty, cannot be the subject of larceny. Thus trees and 
houses cannot be stolen, and to sever them and carry them 
away is merely a trespass at common law giving a civil action. 
By statute it is felony to destroy a house by means of explosives, 
or for persons assembled riotously to destroy a house. It is 
also a misdemeanor for a tenant to maliciously pull down or 
demolish any building included in the tenancy agreement. 
These, however, do not touch a demolition like that alleged. It 
is also a misdemeanour to maliciously injure any sort 
of property, real or personal, to an amount exceeding five 
pounds. This enactment would, no doubt, cover the fa cts 
of the case, but the punishment provided is hardly adequate to 
such a serious offence. It is not to be wondered at, therefore, 
that some difficulty has been found in deciding upon the 
particular offence for which the accused person shall be indicted. 
Apparently the prosecutor has been driven to proceeding on & 
charge which is merely incidental to the principal fact of the 
case. By statute it is a felony, punishable as larceny, to cut or 
break any glass, woodwork, or metal fixed to any house, 
with intent to steal the same. Now, in the said houses 
there was probably the usual quantity of glass and wood- 
work, and the usual quantity of lead and iron piping. In 
demolishing the houses these things were necessarily broken, 
carried off, and disposed of along with the rest of the materials, 
It is apparently for breaking these things with intent to steal 
them that proceedings are to be taken in respect of the houses. 
As to the wall belonging to the vestry this provision is, how- 
ever, useless ; in this case it seems as if malicious injury were 
the only offence which can be charged. The state of the law is 
somewhat ludicrous, but it seems that our forefathers failed ta 
realize that anyone could ever commit a crime so audacious. 
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An imporTantT decision upon the effect of notice to trustess 
was given by Srigzine, J., in Re Wasdale (reported elsewhere). 
It is now well established that, although notice to trustees of al 
assignment by a cestui que trust is not technically necessary # 
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complete the title of the assignee to the cestui que trust’s interest 
in the trust fund (see yer Lord Macnacuren in Ward v. Duncombe, 
42 W. R. 59; 1893, A. O. 369), yet it is essential to the safety 
of the assignee, and if he omits to take this precaution he will, 
upon the rule in Dearle v. Hall (3 Russ. 1), be postponed to a 
subsequent assignee who anticipates him. The rule is based 
upon the ground that the first assignee, by omitting to give 
notice, leaves the fund under the control of e cestui 
que trust, and so enables him to commit a fraud upon 
the second assignee. But it is a distinct question whether 
the first assignee, having once given notice, is thence- 
forward protected, notwithstanding any subsequent changes 
among the trustees. On the one hand he bas discharged the 
duty which the law imposes on him, and it might be expected 
that the law would protect him. On the other, if new trustees 
are appointed to whom the notice is not communicated, the 
cestut que trust is once more in apparent porsession of the fund, 
and may be thought to be able to dispose of it. The latter view 
is supported by Zimson v. Ramsbottom (2 Keen 85), where 
notice had been given to one only of several trustees. 
That one died, and a subsequent assignee taking after 
his death, who gave notice to the surviving trustees, 
was held to have acquired priority. As long as the 
trustee to whom notice had been given lived the notice 
was sufficient, for it is the duty of an intending assignee 
to make inquiry of all the trustees. Accordingly, where the 
second assignment is taken during his life, the assignee cannot 
in priority by giving notice to the surviving trustees after his 
eath. This was the decision in Ward v. Duncombe, though in 
that case Lord MacnacuTen expressed doubt as to Zimson v. 
Ramsbottom and would apparently have allowed a notice once 
effectually given to remain effectual. In the recent case of Re 
Wasdale it has been sti)l more obvious that justice required such 
aresult. There the first assignee had given notice to both the 
existing trustees, and the second assignee gave notice to trustees 
subsequently appointed. Thus the first assignee had done all 
that he could to protect himself at the time of his assignment, 
and it would have been a great hardship to compel him to watch 
for every change of trustees and give a fresh notice. Sriexina, 
J., accordingly held that this was not incumbent on him and that 
his title remaired secure. ‘I cam imagine,” said Lord Mao- 
NAGBTEN in Ward v. Duncombe, ‘‘nothing more inconvenient 
than that it should be possible to have a scramble for priorities 
on the appointment of new trustees.” The present case shews 
that this cannot happen where the first assignee has given notice 
to all the existing trustees. He has discharged his duty and is 
not prejudiced by the fact that the fund upon a change of 
trustees falls once more under the control of the cestuc que trust. 


THE REGISTRATION case of Kitchen v. Johnson (47 W. R. 
110), which deals with the powers of amendment given 
to revising barristers, is of some practical importance. 
These P wiens are given and regulated by section 28 
of the Registration Act, 1878, which enacts: Sub-section 1, 
“he shall correct any mittake which is proved to him to 
have been made in any list”; sub-section 2, ‘‘he may 
correct any mistake which is proved to him to have been 
made in any claim . . .”; sub-section 13, “except as herein 
provided no evidence shall be given of any other qualification 
than that which is described in the list or claim, . . . 
nor shall the revising barrister be at liberty to change the 
description of the qualification as it appears in the list except 
for the purpose «f more clearly and accurately defining the 
same.” Kitchen v. Johnson was the case of a claim in which 
the entry in the third column (‘Nature of the qualification’) 
5 les » aggre and in the fourth column 
“Description of the qualifyi roperty’’) the entry was 
‘202, Gordon-road and 31, Monk-strect.”” the claim etary 
been objected to, it was proved to the barrister that the 
claimant had never occupied 31, Monk-street (which was 
in fact occupied by another person), but that the claimant 
had in fact occupied in immediate succession during the 
qualifying period 202, Gordon-road and 33 (not 31), Monk- 
street; that No. 31 had been inserted in the claim instead of 
No. 83 by the mistake of the clerk of a political agent, and 


that the claimant had signed the claim without observing the 
mistake. The barrister amended the claim by changing ‘‘ No. 
31” to “No. 33,” Monk-street, in the fourth column, and 
disallowed the objection. The Divisional Court upheld the 
barrister’s decision. The Lord Chief Justice, in giving judg- 
ment, said: ‘‘ Not withoutdoubt I have come to the conclusion 
that the revising barrister acted within his powers. . . . ,Jn 
sub-section 13 I think that ‘the qualification’ means the legal 
nature and character of the qualification, and not the identifica- 
tion or description of the property in respect of which the quali- 
fication arises. tis to the third column only, there- 
fore, that sub-section 18 applies, and while there is no power to 
alter the entry in the third column, there is ample power to 
alter that in the fourth column.” This decision will, we think; 

rise many revising barristers. Many of them have hitherto 
considered that ‘‘the qualification” referred to in sub-section 
13 meant, not merely the “nature of the qualification ”—+#.¢., 
the third column—but also, the “ description of the qualify- 
ing property”—i.¢., the fourth column; in other words, 
that the ‘‘ nature of the qualification” is only one part of ‘the 
qualification,” and that the “description of the qualifying 
property ”’ is the other part of “the qualification,” and that 
the two taken together, constitute what is meant by ‘‘ the qualifi- 
cation” in sub-section 13. In Kitchen v. Johnson the mistake 
in question arose in aclaim. But the ratio decidendi of the court 
is equally applicable to a similar mistake in the list, and in such 
a case it woul seem, having regard to the mandatory form of 
sub-section 1, that the barrister would be bound to amend such 
a mistake if it occurred in the list. Ifthe decision be correct, 
it will doubtless give rise hereafter to numerous applications 
being made to revising barristers to correct mistakes in the fourth 
column of the lists. The Divisional Court, hcewever, granted 
leave to appeal in Aitchen v. Johnson, so that the question cannot 
as yet be regarded as finally settled. 


Tue comptications and difficulties to which the contract of 
suretyship sometimes gives rise is well exemplified by the 
case of Greenwood and Another v. Francis, which recently came 
before the Court of Appeal. There the instrument of guarantee, 
which was in the form of a bond, provided, as is now usually 
done in favour of bankers and other men of business, that, as 
between themselves and the creditors, the co-sureties should be 
treated as principal debtors, and, as such, be debarred from 
relying on certain grounds of defence otherwise available to 
sureties, when sued. Eventually, the plaintiffs, having 
paid the principal debt, obtained an assignment of the 
guarantee from the creditors and sued the defendant 
thereon, claiming to recover from him, as co-surety with them- 
selves, his proportion of the common debt for which he and the 
pleintiffs had rendered themselves jointly and severally liable, 
It was held that the p'aintiffs’ rights, as assignees of the 
gusrantee, were not impaired by reason of dealings with the 
priocipal debtor permitted by the guarantee itself, but which, 
otherwise, would have operated as a discharge of the surety ship 
liability. That is to say, the waiver of the sureties’ strict 
rights, contained in the guarantee, was held to enure for the 
benefit of the plaintiffs, as assignees of such ius!rument, 
notwithstanding that the plaintiffs had agreed to pay off the 
creditors and take an assignment of the securities for. the 
guaranteed debt in their own interest, and against the wishes 
and protest of their co-surety, the defendant. Ooxtins, L.J., 
however, pointed out in his judgment that, but for the circum- 
stance that the guarantee constituted the co-sureties principal 
debtors, gud the creditors, though not inter se, defences raising 
questions of some nicety might have arisen for determination, 
‘possibly defeating the claim under the guarantee itself as welt 
as that for contribution. ges 








Sir Francis Jeune, who left Lordon on Tuesday for Torquay, was 
stated on Wednesday to have borne the journey we'l. He will remaiu 
at Torquay till the end of next week, when he goes to Arlington Manor, 


Mr. Justice Bigham, who is suffering from severe swelling in the legs; 
hes been crdered by his medical attendant to have a complete rest during 
] the vacation, and he will accordingly remain at his 

during the holidays. 
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THE WINDING UP REPORT. 


Tae Board of Trade report for 1897 on the winding up of 
companies has just been issued. The report is dated the Ist of 
August, 1898, and the report by Mr. Joun Sarrn, the Inspector- 
General in Companies Liquidation, which is given as an annex, 
is dated the 28th of July, 1898. Considering the labour involved 
in the preparation of the latter report the time taken over the 
printing seems disproportionately long. The value of an annual 
report is that it should follow as rapidly as possible the year 


which it represents. The question of punctuality is of more | P 


importance than usual just now when the long-deferred 
amendments of company law are likely to be soon pressed 
forward, and when materials such as Mr. Situ collects may 
havea considerable influence in forming opinion. 

' The analysis of figures presented at the beginning of the 
report shews that the rate of growth of companies is still 
increasing. The number of new companies registered was 
2,871 in 1892, it was 4,735 in 1896, and it reached 5,229 in 
1897. The liquidations have increased also, but not in the 
same proportion. The corresponding figures were 1,091, 1,262, 
and 1,587. These are the totals. They are divided among the 
voluntary, supervision, and compulsory liquidations. The most 
marked feature is the increase of the voluntary liquidations. 
In the years just mentioned the numbers were 921, 1,152, and 
1,426; the supervision cases were 53, 24, 53; and the com- 
pulsory, 117, 86, 108. The result appears to be that companies 
stand a better chance of life than formerly, and that when fate 
does at length overtake them their obsequies are more frequently 
performed without the intervention of the court. Another in- 
teresting feature is the relative proportion between the cash 
shares and the vendors’ shares in companies which are 
wound up in and out of court respectively. The figures 
are too large for many of them to be quoted; it must be 
sufficient to state that in 1892 and 1897 the total cash 
shares in compulsory cases had fallen from £3,069,328 to 
£658,488, while the vendors’ shares had risen from £1,320,768 
to £2,940,306. The corresponding figures in voluntary cases 
were, in 1892— cash shares 4£22,663,653, vendors’ shares 
£10,956,126 ; and in 1897 — cash shares £25,249,657, and 
vendors’ shares £22,746,635. Thus, alike in compulsory cases 
and in voluntary cases, the proportion of vendors’ to cash shares 
has increased; but, while in liquidations as a whole the two 
classes of shares are now about equal in amount, there is the 
startling result that, in cases of compulsory liquidation, the 
capital allotted to vendors is nearly five times as much as that 

otted to the public. 

The reason for this state of things is, perhaps, partly to be 
found in one of the abuses of the Companies Acts to which Mr. 
SurrH gives prominence: “In more than a dozen cases,” he 
says, in describing the general features of the liquidation of the 
year, ‘‘ the raison d’étre of the company appears to have been the 
relief from their liabilities of the owners of weak or actually 
insolvent businesses by transfer to a company. The amount of 
fresh capital (#.c., in cash) raised in the great majority of these 
cases is insignificant, the object apparently being rather to 
obtain facilities for borrowing on debentures, and for carrying 
on the business in the same manner as before until the existing 
liabilities of the vendors could be replaced by the liabilities of 
the company. These operations are no doubt facilitated by the 
creation of an apparently ample capital issued as ‘paid up’ 
to the vendors, although it may be represented only by imaginary 
assets, such as the goodwill of an insolvent concern.’ 

Mr, Suir gives a summary of the causes of the failure of the 
108 companies which were wound up compulsorily in 1897, and 
with several of them he deals at length. In most of these the 
official receiver reported that the facts called for searching 
inquiry, but since he was not in a.position to allege fraud 
against any specified persons an order for public examination 
could not be obtained. The interpretation placed by the 
House of Lords on section 8 of the Companies (Winding- 
wp) Act, 1890, has, it is well known, greatly reduced 

possibilities of public examination. In 1894 an order for 
 exzamivation was made in thirty-two cases; in 1897 the number 
‘was reduced to ten. Both Sir Covnrzyay Boyiz aud Mr. 


Surrz repeat the objection felt by the Board of Trade to 





this state of things. ‘‘ Official receivers,” says the former, 
‘naturally find great difficulty in alleging fraud against ag 
individual ; and the system by which the responsibility for such 
allegations is placed upon executive officers is, in my opinion, 
open to considerable question. There is a substantial distine. 
tion between provisions which would allow the court to order 4 
public examination if satisfied that there were circumstances of 
a fraudulent character which required investigation, and pro. 
visions which make it a condition precedent to such an examina: 
tion that the official receiver shall allege fraud against specified 
ersons.” Doubtless this isso, but for the present it must be taken 
that the Legislature has determined that the allegation of fraud 
shall be a condition precedent. It may prove necessary to make 
the procedure by public examination more available and to render 
the promoters and officials of a company liable to examination 
whenever the circumstances of the flotation or of the conduct of 
the company appear to call for inquiry. But it is to be remem- 
bered that the case has another aspect, and the position of a 
director will be very much changed for the worse if the mere 
insolvency of the company may place him in the position, so far 
as examination is concerned, of a bankrupt. 

An interesting feature in Mr. Sarru’s report is his résumé of 
the defects which, in his view, experience has disclosed in the 
working of the Companies Acts. It may be pene that he 
has drawn it up with a view to impending legislation, and it 
will doubtless receive the attention it merits. In the forefront 
he places the creation of fictitious capital represented by fictitious 
assets. ‘‘ There is,” he says, ‘“‘ not only no relation between the 
value of the assets and the amount of the capital, but the 
promoter of a company does not appear to be under any legal 
obligation to shew that what he hands over to the company 
in exchange for the issue of its scrip is of any intrinsic 
value whatever. This result seems to be contrary to the spirit 
and intention of the various Acts passed by Parliament on the 
subject, which assume that the capital of a company and the 
assets representing it shall be substantial realities.” The law 
in this respect is illustrated by the case of Re Wragg (Limited) 
(45 W. R. 557; 1897, 1 Ch. 796), to which Mr. Murrow calls 
attention in another part of the report, and where, upon a sale 
of assets to a company, certain stock-in-trade valued at £15,375 
had assigned to it as its share of the purchase-money £27,300, 
But in the view of the Court of Appeal the company was 
competent to pay what it chose for the property, and unless the 
agreement itself was impeached the value set upon the items 
purchased could not be inquired into. Doubtless this is unsatis 
factory. Everyone who is concerned with the solvency of companies 
would be much safer if he could be sure that the sums on 
assets side of the balance-sheet really represented realizable 
property ; and where, as in the case just mentioned, the parties 
have preserved evidence of the real value of the assets, it seems 
right that they should be bound by it. It should be possible 
also to deal with the grosser forms of the creation of fictitious 
capital. But in many companies that are started honestly 
enough it would be a hard task to reduce the value of the assets 
to a demonstrable sum in £ s. d. 

To pass on to Mr. Smrrn’s summary of leading abuses, this he 
divides under the heads of (1) prospectuses, (2) directors and their 
powers, (3) guaranteed subscriptions, (4) debentures, and (5) 
audit and balance-sheets. As to prospectuses the defects he notes 
are that they do not reveal the real promoters; that they do not 
give notice of alterations in the normal rights of shareholders 
effected by the articles of association; that the valuations given 
are not those of independent valuers; that the valuation does not 
disclose separately the amount paid for goodwill; and that 
promoters and directors, although liable for misstatement of 
facts, are not in general liable for concealment. As to directors, 
Mr. Sairu notes that they are too often impecunious and have 
interests differing from those of the shareholders; that thé 
fundamental contracts of the company are sometimes altered 
after the public have subscribed money in reliance on their original 
form; «n1 that frequently the directors go to allotment @ 
insu‘li : «° ~?pital, with the result that the promoters get 
while the »uvscriptions are lost to the shareholders. As re 
guaranteed capital, the whole policy of underwriting is c ed is 
























































question. “ The practice of participating in these operations, 
saye Mr, Sarg, has contributed largely in recent years to th 
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development of joint-stock enterprize. But the benefit alleged 
to arise from it in securing the successful formation of the 
company appears to be a benefit mainly confined to promoters 
and vendors.” And he assigns as the grounds of his disapproval 
that, if the underwriters are called on to take up their shares. 
they form an unwilling, and therefore an undesirable, body of 
shareholders; while if the shares are taken by the public, the 
underwriting only involves a useless increase of costs. 
regards debentures, the fraud which this may inflict on unsecured 
creditors is now well recognized; and as regards audit and 
balance-sheets, Mr. Surrn observes upon the absence of impera- 
tive statutory regulation. 

The finding of a remedy for these alleged defects is a more 
serious matter. Mr. Sarr admits the difficulty of interfering 
with joint-stock companies. ‘It is clear,” he says, ‘‘ that the 
legitimate use of the Companies Acts has led to a great develop- 
mennt of industrial enterprize by procuring a more abundant 
flow of capital into commercial, mining, and manufacturing 
channels, and any restrictions which would materially interfere 
with this tendency would be open to serious objection.” Accord- 
ingly he is by no means revolutionary in his proposals. He 
objects to the theory that the company is a separate entity, and 
as such can enter into contracts as an independent “ person,” 
although the contracts are really the contracts of the promoters ; 
but he sees the difficulty of diminishing the powers of directors, 
however much they may be the creatures of the promoters, and 
he is content to ask that the shareholders shall, for a limited time, 
havestatutory power to modify the initial contracts of thecompany. 
Otherwise he trusts to such provisions as may be practicable for 
requiring fuller publicity of facts, or for strengthening the law 
dealing with fraud ; and on the latter point especially by making 
concealment as culpable in law as misrepresentation. He refers 
to the dictum of Lord Oarrns in Peek v. Gurney (L. R. 6 H. L., p. 
403) that mere non-disclosure of material facts, however morally 
censurable, forms no ground for an action for misrepre- 
sentation. ‘‘It is,” says Mr. Smrrn, “ perhaps a matter for 
consideration how far a reform of the company law will prove 
really effective unless it is accompanied by provisions rendering 
promoters criminally responsible who, by any means, with intent 
to deceive and defraud, either themselves make use, or induce 
others to make use, of the machinery of the Companies Acts to 
the loss and injury of the company or of any of its shareholders 
or creditors.” There is much to be said for Mr. Surrn’s con- 
clusions. The public cannot be protected against their own 
folly, and the specious promoter will have his harvest in spite 
of all the Legislature can do. But the public are entitled to full 
disclosures of the facts of the promotion, and deception, whether 
by misrepresentation or concealment, should receive its due 
punishment. 








STATUTORY RELIEF OF TRUSTEES. 


WE have received the following communication on the working of 
Section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896 : 

Two cases appearing in recent reports, although affording further 
insight into the practical operation of section 3 of the Judicial 
Trustees Act, 1896, are not likely to clear away the doubts of those 
who from the first have regarded the provision as an ill-considered 
and anomalous piece of legislation. ‘‘In a few words, intended, no 
doubt, to be perfectly clear and expressive, the Legislature has thought 
fit to interfere with well-established doctrines of the Court of Chancery 
and the Chancery Division, doctrines which are to be found, not only 
in numerous authorities, but in text books ancient and modern, which 
are accepted as authorities, and as expressing the view of the pro- 
fession respecting the law relating to trustees and their cestwis que 
trust; and it is extremely difficult to say within the limits of a 
judgment, or at all, what the full extent of the Act is”: 
Kekewich, J.. in Perrins v. Bellamy (46 W. R. 682). The 
words of the learned judge are perhaps a polite form of suggest- 
ing that legislators have thrust their spoke into machinery with the 
working of which they were but imperfectly acquainted. “The more 
closely the words of the section are considered, the more paradoxical 
does the construction of it appear, and the larger does the area 
affected by it prove. If a breach of trust is to be deemed reasonable, 
it seems to follow that the performance of that same trust may possibly 
be as unreasonable. That the words “ fairly excusable” may 
be pronounced from the bench in connection with a dereliction of 
~y is a new and startling thing in the history of our jurispru- 

ence. 


class of men who before the 
eageng oP Fg cg mmo 
for the a ce of this provision upon the ym, 
thetic legislation is fashionable. The section may, however, yet 
prove but a poor friend to trustees, for it has introduced an element 
of uncertainty into regions where hitherto grim warnings to right and 
left have served to keep a trustee to the straight and narrow path of 
his trust. Once permit a trustee to consider as to the reaso 


Trustees are the most ha 
courts, and an amiable fee 


As | of his trust, and to put faith in a dispensing power the 


court, and there is no longer any firm ground from which he may 
resist the importunities of beneficiaries or the promptings of his own 
rash judgment. ae 

It is submitted that these reflections are borne out by the two cases 
referred to, in which, nevertheless, the statute was successfully 
invoked by offending trustees. 

In Perrins v. Bellamy (supra) the trustees of @ certain settle- 
ment took upon themselves to sell certain leasehold properties 
notwithstanding that the settlement conferréd upon them no 
power of sale. The property was offered for sale in eleven lots, 
and it is interesting, though irrelevant, to observe that the 
sale of nine lots was completed to n who, presumably, 
were satisfied with the title they received. The remaining two 
purchasers objected that the trustees had no power of sale, and their 
objection, being upheld on a vendor and purchaser summons, — 
to have suggested to a beneficiary the present proceedings against ° 
trustees. The honesty of the trustees was admitted by the plaintiff ; 
and the breach of trust was admitted by the defendants, who 
sheltered themselves behind the section. The learned judge, after 
an exhaustive and destructive analysis of the section, came to the 
conclusion that, in a case such as that under consideration, the effe st 
of it was to place a sale of such property without ® power of a 
on the same footing as a sale of property with a pone of sale. 
trustees having a power of sale exercised dishonestly or 
unreasonably they would be liable. Conversely, trustees haviag no 
power of sale who should nevertheless sell might, if they sold honestly 
and reasonably, be relieved under the section from the consequences 
of their breach of trusf.. It was all a question of the morality of the 
trustee, and of the propriety, from @ business point of view, of bis 
act. His lordship then entered upon the merits of the oole, bears 
evidence as to the state of the houses, came to the conclusion thet the 
houses were better sold, at that the pg therefore stood iu 
same position as if they @ power 0} ; 

Perhaps the most significant thing to observe in Perrins v. accor | 
(ubi supra) is that throughout the entire jens there is not one 
or hint to suggest that the intention of the settlor, who p 
knew what he was doing in not conferring a power of sale, was 
to be respected, and had strong bearing upon the reasonableness or 
otherwise of the trustees who depastal from that intention #8 ex~- 
pressed in the trust. i 

In Re Grindey, Clews v. Grindey (1898, . 593), the other 
case po Mt a testator devised and bequeathed his estate 
to trustees ‘‘u trust to maintain the same and Ror. 
thereof in the like mode of investment as the same” sb be 
at the time of his decease until the happening of a certain 
event. Part of the estate consisted of a debt due upon a 
promissory note payable on demand. The trustees regarded this 
promissory note as an investment and took no steps to obtain payment 
of it. The promisor died insolvent and certain of the ci 
sought to have the loss made good by the trustees. Kekewich J., 
gave judgment for the trustees on the ground that t 
was nothing to shew that they had not acted honestly and re 
The Court of Appeal confirmed his judgment upon what, without any 
disrespect, can only be termed a curious uate | of 
reasons. It was an obscure and am will; a business man 
might well think he was not obliged to call in the debt; it was 
reasonable to save the ex of a summons; the trustees 
reasonably have thought this, that, and the other. In one 
not the course prescribed by law, but the one which commended 
itself to the trustees’ views, was the reasonable course for them to 
follow. ie 

It is quite possible that in these two cases substantial justice as 
bebunen the rties was done, but, it is submitted, they illusteate the 


per | dangers which lie in the section. There is no need to 


in 
detail the objections to which the section is open. It weakens’ the 
force of declared trusts, it imperils the prt of beneficiaries; er) 
it adds a most perplexing uncertainty to the powers and duties 
trustees. tLe 





Before his departure for the Continent the Lord. Chief Justice enter- 
tained at dinner at the Reform Club a number of the judges, inclading 
the Lord Chancellot and the Master af the Bet a number o 
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Court of Appeal. 


SOUTHWARK AND VAUXHALL WATER CO. +. HAMPTON URBAN 
DISTRICT COUNCIL. No. 1. 7th and 8th Dec. 


Loca, Government—Ratine—Generat District Rates—* Lanp Coverep 
with Water’’—Reservorn—AssessMENT AT ONE-FOURTH OF THE Net 
AnnvaL VaLtur—Pvunstic Heatru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 211, 
SUB-SECTION 1 (n)—Practice—ArpraAL—* CriminaL Cause on Matter ?— 
Orper or Justices ror Payment or GenreaL District Ratre;—Case 
Statep py Justices—Civit Dent—Jvupicature Act, 1878 (36 & 37 Vicr. 
c. 66), s. 47*—Puntic Heattn Act, 1875, s. 256—SumMary Jvurispicrion 
Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 6, 35. 

App-al from the judgment of a Divisioaal Court (Wright and Darling, JJ.) 
up: n acase stated by justices under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43,8. 2, and 42 & 43 Vict. 
c. 49, 8. 33. The Southwark and Va :xhall Water Co. were rated in respect 
¢f part of a reservoir, the rates being ca'calated upon the net annual value 
thereof. The company tendered « sum calculated on one-fourth part only 
of the net annual value, which was refused. ‘The total area of the 
reservoir was 104 acres. The bed of the reservoir had been excavated, and 
the bed and sides were lined with concrete, the upper part of the sides 
being faced with bricks. The reeervoir was used solely tor storing water, 
and was covered permanently with water except when it was emp‘ied for 
the purpose of cleaving, whch would take place about once in two 
year-, and would last for about a week. The cost of con-tructing the 
reservoir was £63,000. The company contended that the reservoir 
was ‘“‘land covered with wa'er’’ within section 211, sub-section 1 (J), of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, which provides that ‘‘ With respect 
10 the assesment and levying of general district rates under this 
Act . . . the occupier of any land covered with water, or used 
only as a canal or towing-path for the same, or a railway constructed 
under the powers of any Act of Parliament for public conveyance, shall be 
assessed in respect of the tame in the proportion of one-fourth part only 
of tuch net annual value thereof.”” Upon a complaint before justices to 
recover the rates, the justices made an order for payment thereof. The 
Divisional Court held, upon the authority of the judgment of the Court of 
Queen’s Bench in East London Waterworks Co. v. Leyton Sewer Authority 
(20 W.. R. 95, L. R. 6 Q. B. 669), that the company were only assessable 
in the proportion of one-fourth of the net annual value, and allowed 
the appeal. The Hampton Urban District Council appealed. 
A preliminary objection was taken, upon the authority of Seaman v. 
Burley (45 W. R. 1; 1896, 2 Q. B. 344), that the judgment of the Queen's 
Bench Division was a judgment in a ‘‘ criminal cause or matter ”’ within 
section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and that no appeal lay. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Smirn, Ricuy, and Coxurys, L.JJ.) overruled the 
objection. They said that Seaman v. Burley was a decision upon the 
enforcement of a poor-rate. In the case of general district rates, by 
section 256 of the Public Health Act, 1875, a person who failed to pay 
them could be summoned before a court of summary jurisdiction to 
shew cause why the rates in arrear should not be paid, and the court 
might order payment thereof. These rates were recoverable on com- 
plaint to a court of summary jurisdiction, and by sections 6 and 35 of the 
Summary Juriediction Act, 1879, they were made civil debts, and the 
defaulter could only be sent to prison if he had the means to pay, as in the 
case of a judgment recovered in a county court. That was not a criminal 
cause or matter, and an appeal lay. 

The appeal was then heard and was dismissed. 

A. L. Smirn, L.J., said that the case was clear, apart from avy 
authority, and when the cases were looked at the question was really 
unarguable. The question was whether a reservoir was ‘land covered 
with water.”” It seemed to him plain that it was. Then as regards the 
cases, There were three decisions upon words identical with the words 
used in section 211 of the Public Health Act, 1875. In 1861 the Court of 
Queen’s Bench in Reg. v. Birmingham Waterworks (1 B. & 8. 84, 9 W. R. 
C. L Dig. 76) held that a reservoir was ‘land covered with water’? 
within the meaning of thoee words in a local Act. In 1862 the same 
court held in Newport Dock Co. v. Newport Local Board (2 B. & 8. 708, 
ll W. R. OC. L. Dig. 136) that a dock was land covered with water 
within section 55 of the Local Government Act, 1858. In 1867 the 
Sewage Utilization Act was passed, in which the Legislature, with 
those two decisions before them, used the same words. Then in 1871 
the Court of Queen’s Bench in East London Waterworks v. Leyton Sewer 
Authority (20 W. R. 95, L. R. 6 Q. B. 669), having to deal with a 
canal and filter beds, put the same construction on those words. 
Lastly, in 1875 the Legislature passed the present Public Health Act, in 
which the same words were again used. In these circumstances only one 
construction was possible—namely, that which had been already placed 
upon the words, a construction which the Legislature had apparently 
recognized. The judgment must therefore be affirmed. 

_ Riesy and Coxims, L,JJ., concurred.—Counset, Sir Edward Clarke, 

Q.C., and Courthope-Munroe ; Cripps, Q.C., and Ryde. Soxicrrors, Kent ¢ 
Son ; Lanfear, Tanner, § Lanfear. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


NATIONAL TELEPHONE CO. (LIM.) (Appellants) » THE COMMIS- 
- SIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE (Respondents). No.1. 9th Dec. 


InLanp Revenvue—Stamr Duty—AGREEment IN CoNsIDERATION or Frxep 
AnnvuaL Payments—‘‘ Bonp, Covenant, oR INSTRUMENT BEING THE ONLY 
or Principat on Proary Security” —Sramp Acr, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vier. o. 39), Scuepvze I, 
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This was an appeal by the National Telephone Co. from the judg. 


ment of Grantham and Channell, JJ., sitting as a Divisional Court, upop, 


4 case stated, by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to section 

13 of the Stamp Act, 1891. An instrument. of which the following is a 
copy, was presented by the National Telephone C». for the opinion 
of the commissioners ax to what stamp duty it was chargeable with; 
** Tne 9th of March, 1886. Toe undersigned hereby agrees with the South 
of England Telephone Co. (Limited) (sabject to above condition:) to pay 
them the sum of £12 per anuum yearly in advance, the first ig Seg to be 
made on the first day of the month succeeding that in which the wire and 
apparatus are fixed on the premises of the undersigned, and each subse- 
quent payment to be made on the corresponding day in each and every 
following year, for the use of a private wire between No. 155, North-street 
and the South of England Telephone Co.’s lozal exchange system in 

Brighton. Fither the company or the lessee may pat an end to this 
agreement by giving to the other three calendar months’ notice in writing 
expiring on the day previous tothe rent being due in any year. No verbal 
notice can be recognized. Signature of renter, (signed) Samvet Riprey, 
N B.—All rentals are payable yearly in advance, and the first year’s 
rent becomes due on the first day of the wonth succeeding that in 
which the wire and apparatus are fixed on the premises of the renter.” 
The commissioners were of opinion that the instrument was the only or 
principal or primary security tor the sum of £12 payable annually for an 
indefinite period, that such sum was neither interest for any principal sum 
secured by a duly stamped instrument, nor rent reserved by a lease or tack, 
and that the instrument was chargeable with stamp duty under the head 
“* Bond, covenant, or instrument of any kind whatsoever,’ in Schedule I, 
to the Stamp Act, 1891, with the duty of 7s. 6d., being the ad valorem duty 
of 2s, 6d. for every £5, avd also any fractional part of £5 of the £12, the 
sum annually payable by the renter to the Telephone Co. They 
assessed the duty thereon accordingly, and the instrament had been 
stamped in conformity with the assessment. The que-tions for the 
court were (1) whether the mstrument was chargeable with tne 
duty of 7s. 6d. in accordance with the assessment of the c mmis- 
sioners; (2) if not, with what duty the instrument was chargeable, 
Grantham and Channell, JJ., held that they were bound by the 
decision in Jones v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (43 W. R. 318 ; 1895, 
1 Q. B. 484), and accordingly affirmed the decision of the commissioners. 
From this judgment the company now appealed. On behalf of the 
appellants it was contended that the above instrument did not come 
within the meaning of the words in Schedule I. of the Stamp Act of 1891, 
‘* Bond, covenant, or instrament of any kind whatsoever being the only or 
principal or primary cecurity . . . for any sum or sums of money at 
stated periods for any indefinite period.”” Tois was only an 
agreement for the hire and use of a chattel. The renter gave no security 
for the payment of the annual rent. The decision in Jones v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue was wrong, and this instrument was therefore only 
chargeable with a stamp duty of 6d. The following cases were also cited: 
Limmer Asphalt Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (20 W. R. 610, L. RB, 
7 Ex. 211), Thames Conservators v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (18 Q. B. D, 
279), Clifford v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (45 W. R. 14; 1896, 2 
Q. B. 187). 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Surrn, Ricsy, and Cotiins, L.JJ.) dism‘ssed the 
appeal. 

PL. Sarrn, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the real question they 
had to decide was what was the meaning of the word ‘‘ security” in the 
Stamp Act, 1891, not what was its ordinary and popular meaning. By 
Schedule I. of that Act an ‘agreement’? ‘‘not otherwise specifically 
charged with any duty ”’ was to be charged with a duty of 6d. Then later 
ou in the schedule came the words, ‘‘ Bond, covenant, or instrument of any 
kind whatsoever being the only or principal or primary security for . . . 
any sum or sums of money at stated periods for any indefinite 
period,’’ and under that heading the stamp duty chargeable was 2s. 6d, 
A “bond ” and *‘ covenant’? clearly came within the meaning of the word 
‘* security.’’ Then came the words “ instrument of any kind whatsoever.” 
Such an instrument necessarily included a contract in writing, and such 
a contract satisfying the other conditions of the clause was, in his opinion, 
a ‘‘ security’ with the meaning of the clause. The word “security ”’ m 
this Act must be taken to include the original promise to pay the sum of 
money, and could not be taken to mean something collateral or auxiliary 
to a prior obligation. For these reasons he was of opinion that the instru- 
ment in question came within the heading ‘‘ Bond, covenant, or instru- 
ment.’? The decision in Jones v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue was right 
and this appeal would be dismissed. 

Riexy and Coxiins, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismiss«d.—Counse, Asquith, Q.C., and Roskill ; Sir R. B. Finlay, 
8.G., and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, Gane; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by E. G. Str.twet1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HALIFAX COMMERCIAL BANK AND WOOD. 
12th Dec. 


VENDOR AND Purcuaser or Lanp—Loss or Drep rorMING NEcESSARY 
Part or VeENpoR’s TittE—Seconpary Evipencs — ADMISSIBILITY — 
Surriciency — Evipence or Loss anp or Dur Execution — SeconpaRY 
Evipgence not CoMPLETED WHEN PuRCHASER GIVES Norice TO DETERMINE 
THE CONTRACT, OR WHEN VENDOR Issues His Summons ror A DEcLARA: 
TION THAT He nas Suewn A Goop TiTte. 


This was an appeal by the vendors from a decision of Stirling, J., who, 
by an order — upon two summonses under the Vendor and Purcha-et 
Act, 1874, had declared that the vendors had not shewn a good title to the 
property agreed to be sold to the purchaser, and had ordered the vendors 
to return the purchaser’s deposit, giving the purchaser the costs of both 


28th and 29th Nov.; 
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summonses. The case was argued on the 28th and 29th of November, 
1898, and judgment, which was then reserved, was delivered on the 12th 
of December, 1898. 

Tur Covet (Lrnpiey, M.R., and Currry and Vavenan Wituiams, L.JJ.), 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lixpiey, M.R., read the following judgment: The object of this appeal 
is to obtain a declaration that the Halifax Commercial Banking Co. 
(Limited) have shewn a good title to some property sold by them to Mr. 
Wocd, in accordance with particulars and conditions of sale. The con- 
tract for sale is dated the 18th of October, 1897, and the time fixed for 
completion was the 15th of November, 1897. The purchaser was willing 
to complete, but the vendors could not produce the deeds, they having 
been unfortunately lost by their solicitors after the contract had been 
signed. There is no condition providing for the non-production of lost 
deeds. But the mere fact of their loss does not release the purchaser 
from the performance of his contract. He can be compelled to complete 
if heis furnished in proper time with satisfactory secondary evidence of the 
lost documents. This was decided in Bryant v. Busk (4 Russ. 1) and Moulton 
vy. Edmonds (8 W. R. 153, 1 De G. F. & J. 246). The fourth condition cf 
sale does not place Mr. Wood in a better position in this respect than any 
other purchaser if the contents of the lost deeds, including their recitals, 
can be satisfactorily proved. For a long time the purchaser insisted that 
nothing short of the production of the original deeds would satisfy him, 
and on the Ist of December, 1897, his solicitors wrote to say that if the 
deeds were not produced, and the title found to be satisfactory, and the 
matter completed, before the end of the year (1897), the contract must be 
considered at anend. The purchaser, however, did not at the end of the 
year insist upon having bis deposit back. The vendors’ solicitors still hoped to 
find the deeds, and, if they could not, they proposed to supply the purchaser 
with satisfactory secondary evidence of them. Considerable correspondence 
took place on this subject. The effect of this correspondence was, in my 
opinion, to enlarge the time for completion, and to give the vendors still 
further time from the end of the year 1897 for shewing a proper title by 
producing the deeds. On the 20th of December, 1897, the vendors’ 
solicitors sent some statutory declarations by Fox, Woodhead, and Binns. 
These declarations referred to and verified a printed abstract of the 
missing deeds, and the abstract is so full as to shew all the recitals. I 
am satisfied that the abstract is a full and correct copy, except that 
“ whereas ’’ is turned into “‘ reciting,’’ and ‘‘ duly executed and attested ”’ 
is all that appears as regards execution by the persons named as parties to 
the principal deed. These declarations and abstract did not prove the 
execution of the deed, and fell short of what the purchaser was entitled 
tohave. On the 5th of February, 1898, the vendors offered an indemzity, 
which was refused. On the 12th of February, 1898, the vendors offered 
some further statutory declarations ‘‘ by the conveying parties to the 
various deeds to the effect that they signed, sealed, and delivered the 
documents, and exbibiting true copies which they identify as such.” No 
such declarations, however, were sent to the purchaser, probably because 
his solicitors wrote on the 22nd of February, 1898, that he would 
‘strenuously resist completion in the absence of the title deeds, 
or practically no title at all, and we again assert that secondary 
evidence, such as you propose to furnish, would not, we are 
sure, be accepted by a purchaser from our client.” There the 
matter rested until the 18th of March, 1898, when the vendors took 
out a summons, asking for a declaration ‘‘ that a good title has been 
shown in accordance with the particulars and conditions of sale.” In 
support of that summons an affidavit was filed on the 1st of April, 1898, 
sworn by R. D. Fox. An the 16th of April, 1898, the purchaser issued a 
summons, asking for a declaration ‘‘ that the vendors have not made out 
a title in accordance with the contract,” and asking for an order for the 
return of the deposit. After this many further affidavits were filed, and 
on the 16th of June, 1898, Stirling, J., made an order on both summonses, 
declaring that the vendors ‘‘ have not shewn a good title’ according to the 
contract, and ordering the vendors to return the deposit and pay the costs. 
The secondary evidence of the title adduced before Stirling, J., was much 
wore satisfactory than that which the vendors had produced to the purchaser 
before the vendors issued their summons. But Stirling, J., did not dismiss 
the vendors’ summons on the short ground thet they had not shewn a 
good title before its date. He examined the further secondary evidence of 
title adduced in opposition to the purchaser’s summons, and decided 
against the vendors, even on this additional evidence. This was, in my 
opinion, too favourable to the vendors. The purchaser had a right to say 
that, the vendors not having shewn a good title within a reasonable time, 
he (the purchaser) was not bound to wait longer, and was entitled to be 
discharged from the contract and to have back his deposit. I 
see nothing in the correspondence or in the conduct of the 
purchaser to deprive him of that right. In my opinion the evidence 
adduced by the vendors before the purchaser issued his summons 
was not such as the purchaser could be compelled to treat as satisfactory. 

8, in my opinion, disposes of the case in his favour. He cannot be 
compelled to give further time, as ample time had been given before he 
took out bis summons. The evidence adduced since is, however, still 
defective as regards the execution of the principal conveyance by one 
important party—viz., Frances Jane Jarvis. This was frankly admitted 
by the vendors’ counsel. The memorial registered in the Yorkshire 

, on which the vendors rely for supplying the defect, does not 
prove the execution of the deed enrolled by all the persons named as 
parties to it, nor by Frances Jane Jarvis in particular. The appeal ought 
to be dis with costs. ' 

Cutrry, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 


Vavowan Wiiuams, L.J., also agreed, but stated that he did so with 
reluctance. According to his view the question in this case was really one 





of Chancery practice, and he understood from the other members of the 
court, who were much more competent to decide such a question, that the 
vendors had so failed to perform their obligations at the proper time that, 
in accordance with that practice. there ought to be an order against them, 
both on their own originating summons and on the purchas'r’s. He 
assented to the judgment; but he :hougbt he ought to state why it was 
that, apart from any question of what the practice might be, he should 
have hesitated to arrive at the sameconclusion. As to the law laid down 
in Bryant v. Busk (ubi supra) there was really no doubt. The loss of the 
deeds did not prevent the vendors trom performing their contract by 
giving sufficient evidence, first, of the loss, and, secondly, of the execu- 
tion of the deeds which had been lost. Here the vendors delivered an 
abstract ; and then the question arose whether or not the purchaser was 
still bound to carry out the contract, these deeds having been lost. The 
purchaser's position was that he was not bound; the vendors, relying 
on Bryant v. Busk (ubi supra), said that he was. From the beginning to 
the e.d of the correspondence that was the only question raised. Of 
course the duty of the vendors was to verify their abstract ; and they 
did send to the purchaser certain evidence of the loss and of the 
execution of these deeds. It had tarned out that that evidence, 
even when supplemented by the affidavits read before Stirling, J., 
was defective, m that the execution by one material was 
not sufficiently proved. But that was not the matter which 
was in dispute between the parties. The object of the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, was to simplify and cheapen procedure. Apart 
from that Act, it appeared from Bryant v. Busk (ubi supra) that if tuere 
had been an action for specific performance, and if the purchaser had 
set up a defence that he was not bound to complete because the deeds 
were lost—if that question had been heard and decided against him in 
ordmary course there would have been a further inquiry for the very 
puryose of determining whether the vendors had a good title; and when 
the procedure was under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, it did seem 
to his lordship that the summons ought not to be heard without some 
definition of the real question which the parties invited the court to 
decide. The parties ought somehow or other to define the question which 
was really to be raised. Here the only question really at issue 
between the parties when they went before Stirling, J., was the 
question of the effect of Bryant v. Busk (ubi supra). In these 
circumstances, a from | question as to the practice, he 
should have thought that it would have been mere waste of money to offer 
further evidence as the purchaser had in the most decided manner said 
“It is no use for you to say sry more about the loss and execution of 
these deeds ; I won’t accept your title even if you prove that.’”” He should 
have thought it would be right and convenient, if another question as to 
the sufficiency of the verification of the abstract was raised, to give the 
vendors an opportunity to correct any deficiency in that respect. Here the 
purchaser not at that point raised such a question, His objection 
was not to the details of the evidence, but was an objection on principle to 
being compelled to carry out the contract. e vendors therefore, 
according to his lordship’s view, could not be char, with any laches 
or delay. Nothing could be done till the pur ’s objection in 
principle to the whole contract had been determined. He agreed entirely 
that if. on the hearing of the summons the vendors were bound to come 
ready with verification of every eingle detail of their title they had failed 
to perform that duty. It must be assumed that it was not right they 
should have any opportunity of correcting this mistake. He concurred 
in the decision with the greatest reluctance, because he thought that 
upon the real question raised as to this title the vendors were absolutely 
and entirely right. In these circumstances he was sorry to have to concur 
in a judgment which, in consequence of this petty defect of evidence, 
threw upon the vendors not only the loss of their right to have the contract 
carried out, but also the costs of these | samy, gna Jenkins, Q.C., 
and Dibdin; Farwell, Q.C., and R. J. Parker, Sorscrrons, Vincent § Vincent, 
for North ¢ Sons, Leeds ; Few $ 0o., for Dawson § Chapman, Leeds. 
[Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re THE CIVIL, NAVAL, AND MILITARY OUTFITTERS (LIM.). No. 2. 
14th Dec. 


Loren Company—Winpine ve—Orricrat Recerver’s Report—* FuRTHER 
Report’’—Orpgr ror Pustic ExaMinaTion—JURISspDICTION—COMPANIES 
(Winprne-vr) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c, 63), s. 8, suB-S8ECTIONS 2, ee F 


Appeal from Wright, J. Under section 8, sub-section 2, of the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, the official rec iver may make a further 
report as to the formation of the company and on other matters. In 
pursuance of this section the official receiver, on the 16th of July last, 
reported that certain persons were concerned in the promotion of the 
above-named company, and concluded a lengthy report as follows: ‘* The 
official receiver is of opinion that fraud has been committed by the persons 
named in the schedule hereto in the promotion or formation of the com- 
pany, or in relation to the company since the formation thereof.” The 
— H. P. Long, and ten other persons were named in the schedule, 
and Long was described as a of the company. An order was 
thereupon mada by the registrar in pursuance of section 8, sub-section 3, 
that Long should attend before the court to be publicly examined as to his 


dealings with the company. On appeal to the judge, Wright, J., beld 
that the report was s ent, and upheld the order of ‘the registrar. Mr. 
Long appealed. 


Tux Court (Lavpiey, M.R., and Currry and Vavonan Witte, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lixviey, M.R.—Though the case has taken a long time, there is no 
d fficulty in coming to a proper conclusion. In Ez parte Barnes (44 W. RB. 
433 ; 1896, A. C. 146) @ construction has been put upon section 8 which we 
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are all bound to t. This is a report, and not a preliminary report ; 
eg have a farther report. Sub-section 2 says what the official receiver 
may estate in his further report, and sub-section 3 says: ‘‘ The court may, 
after consideration of any such rt, direct that any person who has 
taken any part in the promotion or formation of the company, or has been 
a director or officer of the company, shall attend before the court on a day 
appointed by the court for that purpose, and be publicly examined as to 

C) P ste mare or formation of the company, or as to the conduct 
of business of the company, or as to his conduct and dealings as 
director or officer of the company.’’ Sub-section 7 must be read in connec- 
tion with those two, and the advantage of the House of Lords’ decision 
in Ez parte Barnes (ubi supra) is to shew how the three sub-sections are 
to be moulded together. It is one of the most beneficial sections in the 
whole of the Companies Acts, but it must not be stretched too far. An 
attempt had been made to extend its jurisdiction, but it could not be 
sanctioned, The result of the decision is tolerably plain. You must have 
a report saying how fraud has been committed and how the company was 
formed; and if the report is in such a shape as to comply with the 
conditions stated, and you cannot see any connection between the parties 
implicated, I ¢hould hesitate very long before making any order, and I 
do not think any judge would act upon it. But if you look and see 
whether there is any basis for the opinion of the official receiver, that is 
all that the report, wants. Wemust put the facts together and see if there 
is not some basis for the official receiver’s suggestion that fraud has been 
committe}. We have to consider whether this report is so flimsy, so bare, 
that we should consider that Wright, J., was wrong and exceeded his 

urisdiction, or exercised his discretion wrongly in upholding the order. 
he appeal must be dismissed. 

Cutty, L J , gave judgment to the same effect. 

Vavenan Witirams, L.J., would not differ from Wright, J., but would 
have hesitated to act upon a report expressed as this was, a report which 
his lordship thought was on the border line. The present decision must 
not be taken as a precedent for the form in which the report of the 
official receiver ought to be made. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Herbert 
Reed, Q.C., and Cababé ; Sir R. Finlay, 8.G., and Ingle Joyce. Soxtcitors, 
J. Westoott ; Solicitor to Board of Trade. 


[Reported hy W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WASDALE, BRITTIN v, PARTRIDGE. Stirling, J. 8th and 9th Nov. 
and 8th Dec. 


Asstonment—Norice to Existine Trusters—Sunsequent AssiIGNMENT— 
Notice or Sunsequent AssicNMEeNT TO New Trusters—Pxioriry. 


This was a summons which raised the question whether an assignee of a 
reversionary jnterest under a will, who had given notice at the time of the 
assignment to the then existing trustees of the will, could be deprived of his 
priority by a subsequent incumbrancer who had given notice to the new 
trustees. The facts were as follow: In 1871 E. N. Watson assigned to 
J. 8. Partridge a reversionary interest in the proceeds of sale of certain 
ldnds to which he was entitled under the will of M. Wasdale. Partridge 
gave notice of the assignment to D. A. Brittin and R. Burton, the trustees 
of the will. The survivor of these trustees died in 1891, and his executors 
atted as trustees up to 1896, when the plaintiffs were appointed trustees of 
the will. “On the 27th of February, 1897, Watson mortgaged his interest, 
which ‘was still reversionary, to Louisa Bell, who gave notice of her 
incumbrance to the plaintiffs. Subsequently Watson’s interest fell into 
possersion, and the present summons was taken out to determine the 
question of priority as between Partridge and Mrs. Bell. 

Srreiinc, J.—Where, as here, a fund consisting entirely of personel 
estate is vested in trustees, a subsequent assignee who gives notice to the 
trustees has in equity a better title than a first assignee who bas entirely 
omitted to give notice (Dearie v. Hall, 3 Russ. 1; Foster v. Cockeroll, 3 Cl 
& Fin. 456). But if one only of the trustees in existence at the date of 
the second assignment had notice of the prior assignment, that assignee 
does not lose his priority (Ward v. Duncombe, 42 W. R. 59; 1893, A. C. 
369). In Timson v. Ramsbottom (2 Keen 35) and in Re Hall (7 L. R. Ir. 
180) it was held that an assignee who has given notice to one only of 
several trustees is not entitled to priority over a subsequent assignee who 
takes his assignment after the death of the trustee to whom notice is 
given. In the latter case the Vice-Chancellor in Ireland gave as a reason 
that it is the fault of the earlier assignee that he did not give notice to 
both trustees, and referred to Meux v. Bell (1 Hare 73). Iam now asked 
to hold that an assignee who has given notice to all the trustees in 
existence at the time of his assignment is not entitled to priority over a 
subsequent assignee who has taken his assignment after the death or 
retirement of all those trustees, and who gives notice of such assign- 
ment to the new trustees. That, I think, goes beyond the decisions 
fa Timson v. Ramsbottom and in Re Hail, for in both these cases the assignee 
emitted to give notice to a trustee in existence when he took his assign- 
ment, The principle on which the doctrine of the court as to notice’ is 
founded, was discussed in Ward v. Duncombe. In my opinion it would be 

g an unwarrantable burden on assignees to hold that they are 
under un obligation to give notice to every new trustee, or are to be 
treated as guilty of neglect to take reasonable precautions if they omit to 
do +0. I think, therefore, that the title of Partridge must prevail — 
CounssL, Zerbutt ; R. F. Norton ; Eustace Smith. Souicrrons, H. £. Watts, 
tor Doy § Watts, St. Ives, Hunta; Munk § Co. ; Prince & Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srintise, Barrister-at-Law.} 





STATHAM v, BRIGHTON — Lemoine AND PIER CO. Romer, J, 


Company—Igsve of Suares at a Discount—Companies Cravses ConsoLipAs 
tion Act, 1845—Compantes Crauses Acts, 1863, 1869. 


This case raised the question as to the power of companies incorporated 
under Acts other than the Companies Acts of 1862 to 1898 to issue shares 
at a diecount. It appeared that the defendant company had for its 
purpose the construction of a new pier in the place of the old Chain 
at Brighton, and was incorporated under a = Act of 1888, which 
embodied the Companies uses Acts of 1845 and 1863. The nominal 
capital consisted of £150,000 in 15,000 shares of £10 each. The com 
also had certain borrowing powers, subject to a certificate under the Act 
of 1845 that £2 had been paid on each separate share. The unde 
of the defendant company was traneferred in 1891 to a company incor. 
perated under the Companies Act, 1862 to 1886, and divers agreements 
were entered into, the effect of which was that the share capital of 
the defendant company should from time to time be issued to 
a works company as fully paid-up in equivalents for the work 
dune in completing the pier; and under these agreements 5,300 
shares had been issued on which £2 had been paid for the purposes 
of enabling the money necessary for carrying on the work to be raised, 
These shares were afterwards allotted in consideration of the work done, 
The plaintiff was the transferee of the shares and claimed a declaration 
that the shares were fully paid up and should be registered as fully paid 
up. The bona fides of the transaction was not in question. 

Rougr, J., eaid that the short question for him to decide was whether 
the shares of the defendant company, which were issued ata discount, 
were lawfully issued. The question as affecting companies incorporated 
uuder the Companies Clanses Acts wasa large one. Looking at those Acts, 
although there was nothing expressly authorizing the issuing of original 
shares of such companies at a discount, there were provisions shewing that 
the Legislature contemplated and authorized the issuing of new shares at 
a discount, and there seemed to be no reason why any distinction should 
be made as to this point between original shares and new shares. Farther 
the Acts contemplat:d shares being acquired otherwise than by subscrip- 
tion. This was the case asto the shares in question, and neither on 

rinciple, nor from anythi: g contained in the Acts under which they were 
issued, could his lordship find any reason to prevent his deciding that such 
sbares might be allotted in consideration of a sum less than the nominal 
amount, and he did so decide.—Oounset, Farwell, Q.C., and Methold; 
Ingpen. Soxrtcrtons, Bolton § Co. ; J. T. Rossitter. 


(Reported by Rateaa B, Pariurorrs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re DREW. DREW v. DREW. Stirling, J. 15th Dec. 
Wuii—Constrvction—Girt to Wire or Testator’s Son—Any Wire, 


This was a summons to decide who, upon the true construction of the 
will of the testator Geo. Drew, was the person entitled to a life interest in 
certain funds bequeathed by him to the wife of one of his sons. The 
facts were as follows: The testator gave his residuary estate to trustees 
upon trusts during sixteen years after his decease to pay one thirteenth 
part of the surplus rents and profits to his son B. H. Drew during his life, 
and after his decease to his wife, and after her decease to the child or 
children of B. H. Drew who should be living at his decease during the 
remainder of the period of sixteen years. And after the expiration of the 
sixteen years upon trusts for sale and conversion and investment, and to 
pay the income of one thirteenth part to his said son B. H. Drew-during his 
life, and after bis death to the wife of his said son during her life for her 
separate use, and after her death for the child or children of B. H. Drew who 
should be living at his decease, the principal to be divided among them on 
attaining twenty-one. And the will also contained the following proviso: 
**IT do declare itto be my will that the part and share of the surplus rents 
and profits, dividends, and income hereinbefore provided for my said son 
Beriah Harvey Drew, and also the thirteenth part or share of the net 
moneys arising from the saie of my residuary estates aud property herein- 
before directed to be invested for his benefit for his life, are so respectively 
by me given and provided for him, and shall be had and enjoyed by my 
said son only until he sballalien or attempt to alien, charge, or incumber 
the same or any part thereof, or until he shall become bankrupt or insolvent 
within the meaning of any Act of Parliament or do or admit any act 
whereby the same benefits would, but for this limitation, become 
payable to or vested in any other person or persons official or other- 
wise. And after the determination of the interest so given or intended 
for my eaid son Beriah Harvey Drew, upon trust that the said 
trustees or trustee for the time being do and shall retain and keep 
in thir own hands the share of and in the said surplus rents and profits, 
interest, dividends, and income, and the interest, dividends, and income 
of the thirteenth part cr share hereinbefore directed to be invested for my 
said son Beriah Harvey Drew and his family, and every part thereof, for 
the purpose of applying the same in or towards the maintenance 
support of my raid son Beriah Harvey Drew, his wife, and children, ab 
such time or times, and in such manner, and in such proportions, as the 
said trustees or trustee shall in their or his entire discretion think fit or 
otherwise on paying the same to any one or more of my otber children or 
their respective issue.’’ The testator died in 1862. At the date of 
will B. H. Drew was married. His wife died, and on the 5th of 
1890, he married the defendant Sarah Ann Drew, B.H, Drew died 
the 16th. of February, 1898, and the question arose whether his pn 
wife was entitled to the income of the one-thirteenth share for her life. 

StrrLinG, J.—The proposition of law is adm'tted to be primd facie that, 
where the wife of a person is spoken of and that person is married at 
the time of the will, in the absence of any context to shew the contrary, 
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the wife in existence at the date of the will is the person benefited. The 
q here, therefore, is whether there is any context to take this will 
out of the general proposition. First, the gift to the children of B. H. Drew 
js relied on. It is said that children must be children by any wife, and it 
is further pointed out that the class is limited to children living at 
the time of his death, and that as the children to be benefited are the 
children by any wife who are living at the time of his death, it would be 
an extraordinary thing if the wife to be benefited should not also be the 
son living at that time. Then there is the clause which provides for the 
Peetination of the income on alienation by B. H. Drew. Under that clause 
his wife and children are the objects of the discretionary trust, and it was 
hardly argued that wife there does not mean any wife, though it was said 
that that clause only operated on the income and did not throw light 
on the previous gift. Now, the cases of Radford v. Willis (20 W . R. 
132,7 Oh. App. 7) and Firth v. Fielding (22 W. R. 622) clearly estab- 
lish the general proposition which have stated. Then as to 
the effect of the gift to the children of B. H. Drew the authorities 
are somewhat conflicting. On the one hand there is the case of Re 
Burrows’ Trusts (10 L. T. N. 8. 184, 12 W. R. Dig. 113); on the other there 
is Re Lyne’s Trusts (8 Eq. 65,17 W.R. Ch. Dig. 186), in which, however, 
Re Burrows was not mentioned. Then as to the effect of the clause 
roviding for the destination of the income on alienation two authorities 
Seve been cited, neither of them, perhaps, directly in point—namely, 
Longworth v. Bellamy (40 L, J. Ch. 513, 19 W. R. Ch. Dig. 127) and Bore- 
ham v. Bignall (8 Hare 131). Now, applying the authorities to the case before 
me, the effect, in my mind, of the giit tothe children of B. H. Drew, taken 
m conjunction with the later clause, is that the testator meant any wife of 
his son, Whether I could have arrived at that conclusion on the first of 
the two taken alone in the conflicting state of the authorities it is needless 
forme to say. But Ido rely onthe way in which the testator provides 
for the destination of the income in the event of alienation. I think there 
the tertator meant any wife. Interpreting the prior gift in the light of 
this clause I think there is sufficient context to take the case out of the 
general rule and that the lady is entitled to a life interest in the income.— 
Counset, E. L. Payne ; 8, Dickinson ; Stewart Smith. So1icrrors, Wilkinson 
§ Son ; Alexander Hope. 
[Reported by J. I. Srmuina, Barnister-at-Law.] 
WOOLF ». WOOLF. Kekewich, J. 25th Nov. and 16th Dec. 
Practice—Costs—Lianiity or Inrant Dgrenpant. 


Action, the motion being taken as the trial. Here the plaintiff, M- 
Woolf, trading as Woolf Bros., sued the defendant J. Woolf, tradin 
in the same line of business under the style of Woolf Brothers, a 
claimed an injunction to restrain him from ing on his business under 
that style or in apy manner leading the public to believe that it 
was in any way connected with the business of the plaintiff. It 
transpired that the defendant was an infant. Upon the hearing of the 
motion, Kekewich, J., granted the injunction asked for and ordered that, 
if the defendant should consent before the registrar, a perpetual injunc- 
tion should go in the same terms, the defendant to pay the costs of the 
action. The defendant subsequently consented to the hearing being 
treated as the trial, but did not consent to the order, denying that he was 
liable in costs. On the 12th of December, at the instance of the registrar, 
his lordsbip directed the point to be mentioned in court, and on the 16th 
of December, on which date the judgment was eventually ordered to be 
dated, this was done. The plaintiff asked that the order should go as 
made, and said that the liability of an infant defendant to pay costs was 
now a settled point of practice: Chubb v. Griffiths (35 van, 127), 
Lempriere v. Lange (12 Ch. D. 675, cited in Morgan and Wurtzburg on 
Costs, 2nd ed., p. 360), Simpson on Infants, 2nd ed., pp. 103, 488 ; Sebastian 
on Trade-Marks, 3rd ed., pp. 246, 266; and Chitty’s Eq. Index, pp. 67, 
88. For the defendant it was contended that the authorities did not cover 
the present case, which was not one of fraud ; here liability in respect of 
a tort might carry liability for damages, but not for costs, since, being an 
infant, the defendant could not engage in legal proceedings (distinguish 
Cory v. Gertcken, 2 Madd. 40, cited by Romilly, M.R., in Chubb v. Griffith, 
and also Lempriere v. Lange). 

Kexewicn, J., said that there was something inconsistent, in common 
sense, in being able to pronounce a decree against an infant, and not being 
able to follow it up with an order as to costs; but the question was 
whether, in point of law, the liability could be allowed. His lordship did 
not regard as satisfactory the case of Chubb v. Grifith (35 Beavan, 127), 
where it was not clear that the defendant was an infant, while the judg- 
ment of Romilly, M.R., was so puzzling as not to give out the principle. 
Lempriere v. Lange (12 Oh. D. 675), Cory v. Gertcken (2 Madd. 40), and Re 
Jones (18 Ch. D. 109) were referred to. His lordship did not think he could 
pass over the distinct words of Jessel, M.R., otherwise than as a judicial 
expression on the point, and he was bound to take it as settled practice that 
an infant defendant in such a case could be made liable, so that the order 
must go as made.—CounseL, 7. W. Warrington, Q.C., and J. F. Waggett; 
A. H. Dennis. Soricrrors, Osborn § Osborn ; Sheffield, Son, § Powell. 


[Reported by W. H. Drapes, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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LANCASHIRE INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) (Appellants) ». COMMIS- 
SIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE (Respondents). VULCAN BOILER 
AND GENERAL INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) (Appellants) v. THE SAME 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 14th and 15th Dec. 


Revexve—Stamp Dutry—Pouicy or Insurance Acarnst AccipENtT—Em- 
PLoyers’ Lianmuity Poticy—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), s. 98. 
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Cases stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue as to the stanty 
cgustan eapestnearts be. in reopen’ cia ane 
com es respectively to employers lity to pe 
compensation for personal injuries sustained by their wor kmén. b 
policy in the first case was under seal, and was in the following sy 
‘*Employers’ Liability Policy. First premium to the 9th of August, 1899, 
9s 6d. Employers’ insurance policy against the ful] liability under 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, the Workmen’s on “Ac 
1897, , and also against the liability at common law. Estimated amount 
wages, &c., on which the undermentioned sum paid in respect of premium 
has been calculated, £127 8s. Sum paid in eet of peaium. 9s, 6d. 
Whereas Meesrs. Wren, Rogers, & Oo., of Smi d-street, Birmingh 
carrying on the business of iron and metal merchants, . . . have'ps 
the Lancashire Insurance Co. the sum mentioned above in res of 
premium, and have delivered to the company a proposal in writing for 
an indemnity inst claims for compensation for peregnal injury 
by workmen. Now, these presents witness, and it is as follows: 
e company sball pay for and on behalf of the wnglegee such suais as 
the employer sball become liable to pay under or by virtue of the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, or the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, or under or by virtue of the common law, in respect of personal 
injury caused in the above-mentioned business during the continuance of 
this policy to any workmen in the employ of the omens or of, any eub- 
contractor for injury to whose workmen he may be answerable. The 
employer shall give immediate notice to the com of any accident 
causing injury to a workman, and shall forward to the company e 
written notice or information as to every verbal notice of claim wi 
three days after the receipt of such noticc, and shall also give all informa- 
tion and assistance required to enable tbe company to settle ur recist any 
claims as they may think fit.”” The commissionerr, being of opinion that 
the instrument was not a “ policy of ivsurance for any porment agreed to 
be made upon the death of any person only from accident or.violence, or 
otherwise than from a natural cause, or as compensation for personal — 
injury,” held that the instrument was not a “ policy of ineyan? napings 
accident ’’ as defined in section 98 (1) of the Stamp Act, 1891, »nd was 
not chargeable by reference to the head of charge in the schedule t,» ti 
Act, ‘‘ Policy of insurance against accident,’’ with the duty of one p nny 
only, but was chargraie with the duty of ten shillings asadeed. ip tl 
second case the policy was in a similar form but was not under seal, 
the commissioners held that it re yer a sixpenny stamp. 

Bruce, J.—In these fwo cases the instruments are chargeable respectively 
with stamp duty, in the one case as a deed, in the other case as an agree- 
ment, unless the instruments fall within the description of ‘* policy 
insurance against accident” given in section 98 of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
“ Policy of insurance against accident” means, according to the section, 
a policy for any payment to be made upon the death of any. person. other- 
wise than from a natural cause or as compensation for personal injury. 
In substance I think there is no distinction to be drawn between the, two 

licies in point of form. But I will take the | poiley in the cage - the 

cashire Insurance Co., the form of w is certainly quite as 
favourable to the appellants as the other policy. The as mem which 
declared in the recital at the commencement of the policy to form. the 
basis of the contract, is described as a proposal for an indemnity 
claims for compensation for injury sustained by wor L. 
lordship quoted theoperative words of the policy, and c tinued : Gg 
clear upon the wording of the policy that the payment agreed to b 
depends upon the liability of the assured. to answer for the death. 
workmen or for the personal injury sustained by bis lie ys { 
tate other 
u 


“¥ 






of a workman in the employ of the assured t be ca he) 
natural causes, or such workman might personal ain yet. 
no payment would become due under the pores unless the death ve 
caused or the personal injury were caused in such eertanh. thes 
render the assured liable to pay compensation. The t sont, 
is not, I think, a payment agreed to be made upon the of a person 
otherwise than from a natural cause, or as compensation 
injury, but is a payment to be made as an 
claims for compensation for which the assured is answerable. r 
must happen. There must, first, be the death or peraonal in 
workman ; and, secondly, there must be a liability on the 
assured to make compensation for the death or Re 
It was argued by Mr. Cohen in the one case and by Mr. Ji 
the other that, although the two conditions myst exist 
the policy could become operative, yet the payment, Hpi 
by the policy was not the lees a payment to be mac _ e thio @ 

nsation for personal injury merely because some 

eath or personal injury must exist before the policy could De 
They instanced the case of life policies and accident policies which com~- 
monly contain various stipulations requiring certain notices to be given 
within a stipulated time of the happening of the or ‘the aigitt ot 
strict ob:ervance of which is made a to the 
action on the 








licy, and they contended that such po! 
to be life icles or accident policies by reseoa of the ight of actin 
jon the policies ing upon some event otber than death or 
accident. But the answer to that I think, this—that the 
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very root of the contract; it is the cardinal event upon which the liability 
of the assurer to pay the money under the policy depends. It is in truth 
and substance a contract of indemnity, and, although the indemnity is 
against liability arising from death or personal injury, and the death or 
personal injury is a sine qui non, and the death or personal injury is one 
of the conditions of the liability of the assured, yet it is not the condition 
upon which the liability of the assurer depends; it is not the condition 
upon which, by the terms of the instrument, the payment agreed to be 
made depends. 

Wis, J., concurred.—Covnset, Cohen, Q.C., and F. L. Wright; Jelf, 
Q.C., and J. E. Bankes ; Sir R. B. Finlay. 8.G., and Danckwerts. Sourcrrors, 
Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for Janion §& Hall, Manchester; Busk & Mellor ; 
The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ReGAMBLE. Div. Court. 16th Dec. 


Justices—SumMary Jvurisptcrion—Orper ro Pay ror Pavpsr’s Matn- 
TENANCE—IMPRISONMENT FOR Drravtt—Crivin Denr—Inquiry as TO 
Megans—Svummary Jvurispiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49), ss. 6, 35. 
Rule nisi for a jabeas corpus to bring up George Gamble, in custody at 

Worcester, under the followmg circumstances. The guardians of the 

Upton-on-Severn Union made complaint before the justices of the peace 

for the county of Worcester against George Gamble, for that he had dis- 

obeyed a certain order made upon him by justices on the 8th of July to 

pay to the guardians of the poor of the said union the sum of Is. 6d. a 

week for the maintenance of Richard Gamble, the father of George 

Gamble, so long as the father should continue chargeable to the common 

fund of the union. On the 22nd of October, the sum of £1 8s. in respect 

of the eaid order being then due, the justices adjudged G. Gamble to pay 
£1 8s. to the guardians or their collector on or before the 10th of 

November, and 6s. 6d. for costs. It was also adjudged that if these sums 

were not paid by that date the said George Gamble should be imprisoned 

for fourteen days. The money was not paid in the time. The 
justices then issued a warrant, dated the 18th of November, for 
the arrest of Gamble, with imprisonment for fourteen days from 
the execution of the warrant unless the sums were sooner paid. 
The warrant was executed on the 5th of December. It was 
contended, in support of the rule, that the money adjudged to be paid 
by Gamble was a civil debt and recoverable as such only, and that there 
was no jurisdiction to commit to prison for non-payment unless there had 
been a previous inquiry into the means of the debtor shewing that he had 
had means to pay the debt. Section 6 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, enacts that ‘‘ where, under any Act whether past or future, a sum of 
money claimed to be due is recoverable on complaint to a court of 
summary jurisdiction and not on information, such sum shall be deemed to 
be a civil debt, and if recovered before a court of summary jurisdiction 
shall be recovered in the manner in which a sum declared by this Act to 
be a civil debt recoverable summarily is recoverable under this Act and 

not otherwise.’’ Section 35 provides that an order for the payment of a 

civil debt is not to be enforced by imprisonment unless it is proved that 

the person in default has or has bad since the date of the order the means 
to pay the sum, and has refused or neglected to pay it. Reg. v. Paget 

(8 Q. B. D. 151), Reg. v. Kerswill (1895, 1 Q. B. 1) were cited. 

Tue Court (Wiis and Bruce, JJ.) made the rule absolute. 

Wu15, J., said he had no doubt that the rule must be made absolute for 
a habeas corpus, Up to the year 1868 the money in such a case as this was 
treated as a penalty. If not paid it amounted to a criminal neglect, and 
the offender could be sent to prison. In 1868 the penalties were repealed 
by the Poor Relief Act of that year, after which, as the law then stood, it 
was somewhat doubtful whether the failure to pay was to be treated as a 
criminal or a civil matter. Then came the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, under which matters which naturally commenced with a complaint were 
to be treated as creating a civil debt, as distinguished from matters which 
naturally began with an information, which were more or less of a criminal 
nature. The general tendency of modern legislation was that no one should 
be sent to prison for simple poverty. The right to send a man to prison in 
this case depended, under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, upon the 
fact that he had been proved after inquiry to have had means and to have 
refused or neglected to pay. In short, if he failed to pay a civil debt he 
was not to go to prison merely because he could not pay. This man had 
been imprisoned, and it had not been shewn that any inquiry as to his 
means had been made. He must therefore be discharged. 

Bruce, J., concurred.—Covnssi, Leslie; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and 
Sutton. Souxscrrors, Foyer § Hordern, for George Powell, Upton-on-Severn ; 
The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHESTERFIELD BREWERY CO. (Appellants) ». COMMISSIONERS OF 
INLAND REVENUE (Respondents). Div. Court. 16th Dec. 


Revenve—Stramp Dutry—Conveyance on SALE—AGREEMENT FOR SALE OF 
Eavirante Interrst—SnHanes 1x Company—DeEcLaration or Trust— 
Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39), ss. 54, 59. 

Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue as to the stamp 
duty to be assessed upon an instrument dated the 4th of December, 1897, 
of which the following were the material : The instrument was an 

ent between seven persons described therein as ‘‘ of the Chesterfield 

Brewery Co. (afterwards referred to as the old company) ”’ of the one part, 

and the appellant company of the other part. It appeared from recitals 


that the old company was constituted by deed of settlement in 1884, and 
afterwards in the same year was registered as an unlimited company with 
a nominal —— of £100,000, divided into 1,000 shares of £100 each, of 
which £800 


ad-been issued, that the old company was in course of 








voluntary liquidation, that the appellant company had been recently 
registered with a nominal capital of £200,000, divided into 1,000 
preference shares of £100 each and 1,000 ey shares of £100 
each, and that it was desirable that the shareholders in the old 
company should acquire shares in the appellant company. It wag 
agreed by the instrument, clause 1, that the seven members of the old 
company should exchange their respective shares in that company for 
such number or amount of fully paid up ordinary and preference shares 
and debenture stock in the appellant company as were respectively set 
opposite their respective names mn the schedule thereto, and that each of 
them should receive the sum of £100 in cash. Clause 3 of the agreement 
provided as follows: ‘‘ When this agreement bas been filed as below men- 
tioned, the new company shall allot to each of the parties hereto of the 
first part the shares and debenture stock to which they respectively are to 
be entitled as aforesaid, and thenceforth such respective holders shall 
hold their respective shares in the old company in trust for the new com- 
pany.”’ The case stated that the instrument had been filed with the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, and the shares in the appellant com. 
pany bad been allotted as fully paid to the members of the old company, 
and that there had not been any transfer of the shares in the old company 
by the members of that company to the appellant company. The com- 
missioners were of opinion that the transaction effected by the instrument 
was a sale of the equitable interest in the shares of the old company, 
the consideration being a sum of £700 in cash and the shares and stock of 
the appellant company to be allotted as fully paid to the members of the 
old company, and they assessed the stamp duty at the sum of £1,200. 
The appellant company contended that the instrument was an agreement 
for the exchange or sale of the shares in the old company, and not 
merely of an equitable interest therein, and did not fall within 
section 59 (1) of the Stamp Act, 1891, so as to be chargeable with ad 
valorem duty, and that clause 3 of the instrument merely stated the legal 
result which would have obtained in the absence of that clause—viz., that 
the vendors would be trustees for the appellants of the shares in the old 
company. The contention on behalf of the Crown was that the transaction 
was either an agreement for the sale of an equitable interest within section 
59 or a conveyance on sale within section 54. West London Syndicate v, 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue (1898, 1 Q. B. 226; 1898, 2 Q. B. 507) was 
cited. 

Wuts, J.—In my opinion the contention on the part of the Crown is 
right. Clause 3 of the agreement undoubtedly contains a declaration of 
trust creating an equitable interest in the shares of the old company. 
think the view expressed by Channell, J.,in West London Syndicate v. 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue (i898, 1.Q. B., at p. 240) is correct, where 
he said that the declaration of trust should have been stamped as a con- 
veyance. I think that where there is a declaration of trust which effects 
a transfer of a right to property in favour of the party in whose favour it 
is made it falls within the ample words of section 54 of the Stamp Act, 
1891, and is a conveyance on sale. One point taken on behalf of the 
appellant company was that the declaration of trust only stated the legal 
results that would have ensued even if no such declaration had been made 
—that to say it is a conveyance is contrary to the rest of the instrument, 
Even if that should be the case, it does not prevent the instrument 
from being a declaration of trust. But I base my decision on a broader 
ground. What was the intention of the parties? The old company 
was in voluntary liquidation, and I cannot doubt that the intention was 
that this should be the instrument by which the shares should be equitably 
vested in the new company. It gave an equitable interest to the new 
company, which, but for clause 3, would not have been created. If clause 1 
had been carried out simply, there would have been an exchange of shares 
in the old company for shares in the new ; but the existing arrangement is 
totally different. Clause 1 was never intended to be acted on, and was 
only intended to be a piece of machinery to make it appear to be an 
agreement to transfer shares, though it was quite a different transaction. 
I do not consider that we are bound by the mere words of the instrument; 
we must look at the whole transaction and draw the obvious inferences, 
The old company was being wound up, and, as soon as that was done, all 
the shares would be extinguished. If clause 1 had been intended to be 
put into operation the only effect would have been to transfer the shares in 
the old company, which only existed for the purpose of being extinguished. 
In substance the arrangement was this—the new company obtained an 
equitable interest in every one of the old shares, and if that is not a 
transfer or vesting of an equitable interest I do not know whatis. I think, 
under the circumstances, the instrument is chargeable, not only under 
section 54 of the Stamp Act as a conveyance on sale, but also under 
section 59 as an agreement to transfer an equitable interest. The appeal 
must be dismissed. 

Bruce, J.—I agree. I entertain no doubt whatever that clause 3 of 
this instrument operated as a declaration of trust by the shareholders in 
the old company in favour of the new company of all the shares in the old 
company, and that it was a conveyance on sale within section 54 of the Act.— 
Counsg1, Upjohn Q.C., and Theobald; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Danckwerts. 
Soxicrrors, Pilgrim § Phillips, for Watson, Esam, § Barber, Sheffield; The 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re BEESTON. Ex parte THE BOARD OF TRADE. Wright, J. 5th Dec. 


Banxruptcy—Costs or SHextrr—ExecuT1on—Possession ReEtaINgD BY 
Suerirr witHout Ssiuinc at Request or DexTorR wiTH ASSENT OF 
Execution Crepitror — Recervinc Orper — Detivery or Goops 
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OrrictaL Recerver—Possessioxn Monry—Costs or Exrcvtion—Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 71), 8. 11, sun-sxction 1. 


This was an appeal by the Board of Trade from the decision of a 
bankruptcy taxing-master of the High Court on the review of a taxation of 
costs by a county court registrar. Execution had been levied upon the 
debtor, and the sheriff had gone into possession of the debtor’s goods in 
July, 1896. At the request of the debtor, and with the assent of the 
execution creditor, the sheriff remained in possession without selling for a 
period of fifteen months. At the end of that time a receiving order 
was made against the debtor, the sheriff delivered the goods to the official 
receiver, claiming possession money for the period of fifteen months as 

of ‘‘the costs of the execution’’ within section 11, sub-section 1, of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, which provides ‘‘ Where any goods of a debtor 
are taken in execution and before the sale thereof, or the completion of 
the execution Ly the receipt or recovery of the full amount of the levy, 
notice is served on the sheriff that a receiving order has been made 
against the debtor, the sheriff shall, on request, deliver the goods and any 
money seized or received in part satisfaction of the execution to the official 
receiver, but the costs of the execution shall be a first charge on the goods 
or money 60 delivered, and the official receiver or trustee may sell the 
goods, or an adequate part thereof, for the purpose of saticfying the 
charge.” The official receiver required the sheriff’s costs to be 
taxed by the registrar of the county court having jurisdiction in the 
bankruptcy, who allowed the claim for possession money as part of 
‘the costs of the execution.’’ The Board of Trade thereupon required 
the taxation to be reviewed by a bankruptcy taxing-master of the High 
Court, who affirmed the decision of the registrar. The Board of Trade 
thereupon appealed to the judge. 

Wnicut, J., dismissed the appeal, holding that he was bound by the 
decision in Re Hurley (41 W. R. 653, 10 Morr. 120), where, under similar 
circumstances, the court allowed the sheriff possession money for six weeks 
as part of ** the costs of the execution.’’ He therefore allowed the sheriff 
his possession money for the period of fifteen months during which he had 
retained the goods of the debtor.—-CounsgL, Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, 
Q.C., and Cautley. Soxicrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade; A. G. 


Dinn. 
[Reported by P. M. Francxs, Barrister-at-Law.1 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orper or Court. 
Monday, the 12th day of December, 1898. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancelior of 
Great Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the 
Schedule hereto be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCBREDULE. 
Mr. Justice Srrrumnc (1898—L.—No. 2,601). 
In re The London Stamping Co. (Limited), John Percy Evill v. The 
London Stamping Co. (Limited). BURY, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


SpecraL GeneraAL Meerine. 

In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, I am directed to inform you 
that a special general meeting will be held in the Hall of the Society, on 
Friday, the 27th of January, 1899, at 2 p.m. precisely. 

Members who desire to move resolutions should give notice of them to 
the secretary on or before the 4th of January next, as it will be necessary 
to include them in the notice convening the meeting. 

E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


December 19.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. H. D. Woodcock 
moved: ‘‘ That the recommendations of the Committee on Money-lending 
are impracticable, and ought not to be carried out.’”? Mr. W. 8. 
Sherrington opposed, and the debate was continued by Messrs. J. B. 
Matthews, 8S. Davey, A. W. Sells, S. E. Hubbard, N. Tebbutt, and 
J.F. _ Galbraith. Mr. Woodcock replied. The motion was carried by 
one vote. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExamInaTion.—NOvEMBER, 1898. 

At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction : 

Finst Oass. 


James Ler Su ITH, who served his articles with Mr. Robert F. Clarke, of 
London, 








Sxrconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ]} 

Gerrarp Ginson Bary, LL.B. (Camb.), who served his articles with Mr. 
Francis Edward Foster Barham, of the firm of Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, 
& Co., of London. 

Sandford Darley Cole, who served his articles with Mr. Frederick 
Emley, of Newcastle-on-Tyne, and Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., of 
London. 

George Emest Thompson Edalji, who served his articles with Messrs. 
Kiog & Ludlow, of Birmingham, ; 

John Holland, who served his articles with Mr. Ernest Brassey, of 
Chester, and Mr. Ernest A. Fuller, of London. 

Walter Francis Jackson, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his articles with 
Mr. Alfred Howard Burgees, of Leicester. 

Herbert Septimus Phillips, who served his articles with Messrs, 
Percival & Son, of Peterborough, and Messrs. Clarke, Rawlins, & Oo., 
of London. 

Luther Henry Pratt, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his articles with Mr. 
Henry Caleb Trapnell, LL.B , of Bristol, and Messrs. Burn & Berridge, 
of London. 

Henry Doudney Thompson, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his articles with 
Mr. William Hunter Cockburn, of Brighton, and Messrs. Baker, Blaker, & 
Hawes, of London. 

Frank Henry Toone, who served his articles with Messrs. G. E, & F, 
Bouskell, of Leicester. 

Turrp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order.] 

Ronald Hedley Archer, who served his articles with Mesers. C. J. Archer 
& Parkin, of Stockton-on-Tees, and Messrs. Crump, Sprott, & Oo., of 
London. 

Joseph Henry Bate, who served his articles with Mr. John Allington 
Hughes, of Wrexham, and Arthur Kennedy, of the firm of Messrs, 
Kennedy, Hughes, & Co., of London. % 

Claude Alan Chilton, who served his articles with Mr. George Horace 
David Chilton, of the firm of Messrs. Chilton, Son, & Co., of Bristol. 

Frederic Percival Clark, B.A. (Lond.), who served his articles with Mr. 
George Bellamy Nalder, of Southampton, and Messrs. Robins, Bellamy, 
& Co., of London. 

Ermest Thomas Dixon, who served his articles with Mr. Thomas Dixon, 
of Chelmsford, and Messrs. Whites & Co., of London. 

John Herbert Neville, who served his articles with Mr. Robert Winder, 
of the firm of Messrs. R. & R. O. Winder, of Bolton. 

Thomas Chambers Robinson, M.A. (Oxon.), who served his articles with 
Mr. Arthur Ingram Robinson, of the firm of Messrs. Robinson & Sons, of 
Blackburn. 

John Penn Stone, who served his articles with Mr. Robert Stevens 
Fraser, of the firm of Messrs. Fraser & Christian, of London. 

Gilbert Cecil Tarr, who served his articles with Messrs. Meade, King, 
& Bigg, of Bristol, and Messrs. Prior, Church, & Adams, of London. 

Herbert Joseph Wallington, who served his articles with Mr. Albin 
Llewllyn Hunt, of the firm of Messrs. Hunt & Fourmy, of Chesham. 

Walter Wilson Webb, who served his articles with Messrs. George 
& William Webb, of London. 

Robert Herbert Whittington, who served his articles with Mr. Edward 
Newton Fullerton, of Bath, and Messrs. Torr, Gribble, & Co., of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have given Class Certificates 
and awarded the following Prizes :— 

To Mr. Smith—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn—value 
about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Thompson—The John Mackreil Prize—value about £12. 

The Council have given Class Certificates to the Candidates in the 
Second and Third Classes. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Desatine Socrery.—December 20.—Chairman, Mr. 0. A. 
Anderson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Re Day, Sprake 
v. Day (1898, Ch. 510), was wrongly decided.’”’ Mr. William 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. Percy M. C. Hart seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. A. W. Sells opened in the negative ; Mr. E. L. Chapman 
seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: In the 
affirmative—Messrs, H. G. Snowdon ; in the negative—Mr. Neville Tebbutt, 
Mr. Eustace Jones, Mr. J.R. Smith. Mr. . Thechairman 
having summed up, the motion was lost by seven votes. 











In anticipation, says the Times, that Mr. Justice Hawkins would make 
some allusion to his resignation at the Central Criminal Court on Tuesday, 
the court was crowded, and there were a considerable number of alder- 
men on the bench. Mr. Charles Matthews, the senior member of the bar 
present, was we gman to say farewell to his lordship on behalf of those 
practising in that court, but, at the request of the learned judge himself, 
no public reference was made to his retirement from his judi labours 
or to the fact that with this case his long connection with the administra- 
tion of justice at the Central Criminal Court, in the course of which he 
has presided over most of the celebrated and important cases of the last 
twenty years with eminent ability, fairness, impartiality, has been 
brought to a distinguished close. It was the subject of ng comment 
that his mee throughout the present sessions, has in remark- 
— good health, that his keen sense of humour shewed no Cs 
and that even the length of the protracted trial which has just 
failed to lessen his untiring energy. His summing up, which lasted some 
hours, was delivered without a note, and was a remarkable instance of 





¢ brilliant grasp of fact and mastery of detail. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun F. P. Raw itnson, Q.C., has been appointed to be Recorder of 
Cambridge, in the place of Mr. J. R. Bulwer, Q.C., resigned. 


Mr. Hersexrt Woopnovse, LL.D., has been appointed Clerk of the 
Peace for the City and County of Kingston-upon-Hull. Mr. Woodhoure, 
who is a member of the firm of J. T. & H. Woodhouse, was admitted in 
May, 1885. 





GENERAL. 


In the Chancery Division, recently, says the Daily News, Mr.. Justice 
Romer had again before him the motion by the Attorney-General, at the 
instance of the Corporation of Ashton-under-Lyne, for an injunction 
restraining the Great Gentral Railway Oo. from committing a nuisance 
by allowing a fire to burn on some cinder-tips adjoining their railway 
lines. The defendants said the fire was inextinguishable, and that they 
had done all they could to put the fire out, which was a nuisance even to 
themeelves. His lordship directed an independent expert to make a report 
on the matter. Sir Bradford Leslie, M.I.C.E., was chosen for the tack, 
and that gentleman had suggested that the tips should be covered with 
sand. with a view to smother the fire, and prevent the smoke coming out. 
Mr. Levett Q.C., the defendant’s counsel, said this would interfere with 
what had already been done, as trenches had been dug, and his clients were 
of opinion that the independent expert's suggestion could not be carried 
out. Mr. Neville Q.C., complained that the defendants were not going to do 
anything further to abate the nuisance. After some discussion, his lord- 
ship, who said it was a matter of very serious importance, directed the 
motion to be set down for trial in the witness list without pleadings, 
experts to be called on each side. His lordship gave the parties liberty to 
apply for an early day for the trial . 


A co ndent writing to the Daily News says: ‘‘The agitation for 
putting a stop to the evils of the money-lending system, as disclosed in 
the evidence given before Mr. T. W. Russell’s Select Committee, which 
sat for two Sessions, is at length taking final shape at the hands of Mr. 
Robert Yerburgh, M.P. That gentleman 1s engaged in drafting a Bill 
giving effect to the conclusions of the Select Committee, which measure 
will be ‘introduced as early as possible in the ensuing Sersion. It is 
understond that Mr. Yerburgh’s Bill will closely follow the lines of the 
report, Mr. Yerburgh believing that that course will best facilitate the 
progress of the measure, in which he takes the keenest interest. There are 
one or two questions, such as the abolition of bills of sale on furniture, 
and the regulation of preliminary fees, and the adoption of a statutory 
form for promissory notes, upon which Mr. Yerburgh holds strong views, 
which probably be dealt with in the form of amendments when the 
Bill has reached the Committee stage. Like the Select Committee, Mr. 
Yerburgh does not propose a limitation of the rate of interest, believing 
that the juriediction proposed to be vested in the judges wi!l be the means 
of: stamping out extortion He proposes that the Legislature shall give 
the judges a power similar to that exercised in the Court of Chancery in 
certain cases— namely, a power to revise usurious contracts.” 


The Attorney-General, says the Zimes, occupied the chair on the night 
of the 15th inst., at Sion College, at the annual social meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice Temperance Society. There were present, among 
othérs, Mr. Bolton, M.P., Mr. Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., Mr. Crump, Q.C., 
Mr. Bros, Mr. Tindal Atkinson, Mr. Conrad Dillon, Mr. W. F. A. Arcbi- 
ld (chetriag ot the executive committee), Mr. W. Harrison (hon. 
surer), aiid Mr. R. E. Ross (hon. secretary). The society was formed 
in 1892 to promote temperance among the legal profession, and has now 
about 200 members associates, the latter not being required to be 
edged abstainers. uring an interval in a programme of vocal and 
stramental music the chairman delivered a short address. He said that 
he had been connected with the society since its foundation, and was 
proud to be one of its vice-presidents. During his thirty years of 
professional experience he had known instances of bright intellects 
at the bar, solicitors in high practice, and, of course, barristers and 
sdlicitors’ clerks, succumbing to the fearful temptation of drink, and so 
their lives. After 18 years’ experience as a total abstainer, he was 
convinced that it was not necessary for anyone to partake of alcoholic 
liquors to qualify himself for hard work. He recollected discussing the 
question from a scientific point of view with the late Sir Benjamin Ward 
Richardson, who told him that, after 40 years’ professional life, he was 
, that.wine and spirits did no good either to the brain, or to the 
b or, to any organ of the body. There could be little doubt that the 
excessive use of, strong drinks—frequently the outcome of moderate drink- 
er a nan 2 8 greet deal ot crime in this country. He was glad 
society, like the Church of England Te ce Society, was 
large-minded enough to open its doors to those interested in temperance 
but.who were not pledged abstainers. In conclusion, he expressed 
.conviction that the society was doing a valuable work among those 
uented the — Courts of Justice, and wished it.increased pros- 
o the future, e rector of All Souls’, Langham-place, and Mr. 
eeble afterwards addressed the meeting. 












W. @ TO InTENDING Hovse Purcuasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
or Teniting a house, have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly 
? 2 


ped, T and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bfos., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—-[Apyz.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loaorep in Cuanozry. 

Asaio-Roumas1an Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Brydy 
McClurg, 98, Leadenhall st . é 

Runenite 8rret Co, Linitrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 27, to send their 
names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Thomas Davies, 

Henry Davey, and Richard Martin, 3, Temple bldgs, Swansea. Hartland & Co, 


Sw: solors for liquidators 
Cc. F. Gorciavrs & Co, Linrrzp—Credit rs are required, on or before Lipp Jan 31, to 
send their names addresses, and the iculars of their debts or to Mr 
Lawrence Lancelot Samuels, 7, Norfolk st, Manchester. Cobbett & Co, 
solors for liquidator : 
Corrix & Co, Loutep (1x Votunrary LiguipatTion)—Creditors are requested to send, on 
or — Dee 31, particulars of their claims, On, W, Travis, 55 and 56, Exchange bldgs, 
Cardi 


Couns Cycix Frrrixas Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest 
Marston Rudland, 14, Temple st, Birmingham. Pepper & Tangye, Birmingham, solors 
for liquidator ‘ . 

Frep. Waters, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names 


and addresses 8 or ] 
14, Temple st, Birmingham. Pepper & ‘Tangye, Birmingham, solors to liquidator 

“Herewarp” Snip Co, Liwrren —Creditors are required, on or before Monday, Jan 16, 
to send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Potter, 112, Fenchurch st \ 

J. H. Picxvy & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Murgat- 
royd, Broad st, Bury. Butcher & tarlow, Bury, svlors for liquidator. (The above 
company is the company registered on May 20, 1891, and is not the new company 
the same name registered on Dec 28,1897) __ ; 

Kronaxp Merat Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. presented Dee 13. directed to be 
heard on Jan 11. Dennison & Co, 71, Gracechurch st, agents for Plant, Dudley, solor to 
gees. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

e afternoon of Jan 10 " 

LANCASHIRE AND Yorksuire Securities INvestuENT Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Frederick Murgatroyd, Duchy chbrs, 4, Clarence st, Manchester. Hinde 
& Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator : - 

New Frac Gotp Mixixa Co, Luurep—Creditors are mogres, on or before Jan 16, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
Frank Browning Wilson : 7 

Norru Starronpsuirk Financrat Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Robert King, Endon, Staffs. Paddock & Sons, Hanley, solors for liquidator 

Rea anp Persona Apvance Co, Limirro—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Messrs 
Shirley. Kitcat, & Perks, 35, John st, Bedford row, Belfrage & Co, 36, John st, Bedford 
row, solors tv liquidators : 

ScHoerieips Restaurants anp Caterina Co, Limrep (1s Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names ses, and the culars of 

their debts or claims, to Mr J. W. Withnell, 20, Booth st, Manchester. ner, 


chester, solor to liquidator 

Tivo, Leicester, Limirep—Creditors are oeee, on or before Feb 1. to send their 
pames addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Playster 
Steeds. 20, Friar lane, Leicester : ; 

Victor Brewery Co, jcungeee Ai Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 
28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
C. W. Brown, 2, Gresham bldgs. Basinghall st, solor to liquidators 

Witson & Hartiey, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Augustus 
Hargreaves, 7, Grimshaw st, Burnley. Procter & Son, Barnley, solors for the siquidator 


London Gasette.—Tuxspar, Dec, 20. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep um CHancery. 

New Pareyxt Cycie Rattway Synpicatg, Lonrep—By an order made by Wright, J, 
dated Dec 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the syndicate be continued. 
Walker, Son, & Field, 61, Carey st, petner’s solors . 

Quren’s Cius (Croucu Env), Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 14, directed 
to be heard on Jan11. Ralph Raphael & Co, 59, Moorgate st, solors for petners. Notice 
¢ appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

an 10 
County Pauatine or Lancaster. 
Luarep tx CHaNozByY. 

W. & J. Rosinson & Co, Limirep—Peta for winding up, presented Dec 17, directed to be 
be heard at St George’a Hall, Liverpool, on Jan 16, at 10.30. Evans & Co, 6, Commerce 
chmbra, 15, Lord st, Liverpool, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Saturday, Jan 14 


FRIENDLY SOCLETY DISSOLVED. 
ConsTITUTIONAL Union Benerit Society or Gunmaxkers, 32, Old Bond st. Dec 5 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
ALLEN, ALFRED Apeceese Longfleet, Poole, Justices’ Clerk Jan 25 Coles v Allen, 
i 


er. J tt, Poo! 
Freeman, Wiuiam Suerem, Old bldgs, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law Jan & 
Freeman v Kekewich, 


J Freshfields & Williams, Old Jewry 
ONDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 45. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Dec. 9. 
Batt, Ape.arpg, Upper Holloway Jani16 Parson & Co, Sherborne lane 
Baynarp, Cuarves, Liverpool, Horse Collar Maker Dec 31 Rudd, Liverpool 
Biomr1g._D, Dennis, Tasburgh, Norfolk, Farmer Jané Taylor & Sons, Norwich 
Brount, Manze Marcuenrre Hyacinrne Moreau pre 1a Rocuerre, Paris Deo & 
Botton, Taomas Dosson, Newcastleupon Tyne Jan8 Aitchison, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Bow es, Rev Henry Ausany, Guildford Jan18 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
Bowman, Tuomas, Gateshead, Durham, Builder Dec 31 Swinburne, Gateshead 





Bunrox, Epwasp, Eves Hall, nr Clitheroe Jan14 Slater & Co, Manchester 









,and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Alfred Pepper, - 
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Catvent, Jane, Kensington Palace mansions Feb 1 Micklem & Hollingworth, 
Gresham st 


Cany, Rosert Sueppen Sutyanpe, Torquay Jan 8l Dymond, Exeter 

Cooxsox, AricE, Liverpool, Pawnbroker Jan 9 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Covey, Rev Tuomas, Bray, Berks Jan26 Swayne & Gould, Glastonbury 

Conner, Peter, Kentish Town Jan9 Cooper & Blake, Portman st 

Cv =n Ey ay ame ane, Bloomsbury, Press Cutting Agent Dec 31 Soames & Co, Lincoln’s 


S oeaee S Caaae xs, Lincoln, Game Dealer Jan 1 Burton & Co, Stonebow, Lincoln 

Drax, Geonce A.ragp, Northampton, Estate Agent Jan10 Howes & Co, Towcester 

Deaxt, Esau, Kennington Jané6 Ellis, Cullum st 

Dows, Witi1aM, Dartford, Kent Jan5 Carnegie, Queen Victoria st 

Eastersrook, Caartes WiixiaM, Stoke Devonport, Butcher Jan 21 Gard, Devonport 

Epwarps, WALTER Oxtvenr, Bilston, Stafford Jan9 Rooke, Birmingham 

Fuswry, Tuomas, Harborne, Birmingham Jan 25 Hargreave & Heaton, Birmingham 

Fisner, Carnertxe, Liverpool Jan10 Gill & Co, Liverpool 

Fisner, Witt1am, Liverpool, Warehouseman Jan10 Gill & Co, Liverpool 

Fouster, Canotine, Lymm, Chester Jani11 Laycock, Altrincham 

Forster, Davip, Lymm, Chester, Farmer Jan 11 Laycock, Altrincham 

Faxsk, pees Kas Wi.uetm, Hamburg, Germany Jan 20 Harwood & Stephenson, 

Gissoy, AL ag cect se Loowis, Handsworth, Stafford, Veterinary Surgeon Dec 24 Jaques 

eounan Warder IAM, Tatbury, Stafford, Grocer Jan 20 Small & Talbot, Burton on 

ae. mm Edgbaston, Warwick Jani Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 

GreexuALon, Ricnarp, Temple gdns, Barrister Jan 1 Waterhouse & Co, New ct, 
Lincoln’s inn 


Guse.sne, Ricuarp Henry, Glengall rd, Old Kentrd Jan20 Potter & Co, King st, 

Chea: le 

Harris, ome Cambridge ter, Hyde Park Jan 14 Rhodes & Son, Skinners’ Hall, 
Do 


Harvey, ‘i Newroy, Southampton Jan 81 Bailey & White, Winchester 
Hesry. Ricnarp A gl Brook st, Holborn, Wholesale Jeweller Jan 15 Freshfield & 


Williams, O) 
Hissert, =.= o Dhetheld, Pianoforte Dealer Jan 31 Clegg & fons, Sheffield 
Hiccins, Many Ann Evouisu, Leeds Feb1 Snowdon & Co, Leeds 
Hoosen, Janz, Ewell Minnis Alkham, Kent Jan 7 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Hoosen, Jony, Ewell Minnis Alkham, Kent, Farmer Jan? Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Hottaxp, Witt1aM, Torquay, Carriage Proprietor Jan21 Dymond, Exeter 
Hows, Maritpa, Margate Jani4 Bore, Finsbury pavement 
Hucuss, Rossrt Grorcr, Anglesea Dec 24 Hughes & Co, Bangor 
Hunt, Gzorce Epwiy, Birmingham, Wine Merchant Jan1 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 
Jenxnivos, Perer Josern, Middleton sq, Clerkenwell Dec 31 Bellotd & Co, Lime st 
Game, Byer Avotraus, Notting Hill, Dairyman Jan 9 Davie & Son, New inn, 


ian, Bowane ARD Mexuas, Birmingham, Commission Agent Dec 15 Jaques & Sons, 


irmingha: 
Mayy, Fevicia Vine, Tarporley, Chester Dec 31 Broadbent & Heelis, Bolton 
Manes, Crcit Ropert, Chestersq Jani6é Freshfields & Williams, Old Jewry 
Marsuatt, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent Dec 31 Jackson & Co 


Mer, ina Ayn, Wylde Green, Warwick Jani Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 

Mityen, Cuarves, Sunderland Jan16 Bell & Sons, Sunderland 

Moore, Emmanve., Somerton, Oxford, Butcher Jané6 Fairfax, Banbury 

Nicnoison, Jonny, Penrith, Cttmberland, Butler Jan13 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Oca, ee South Dulwich March 1 Lawrence & Sons, Raymond bldgs 


O.uirre, Dente Lava, Sloane st Jan 20 Mander & Son, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Reyvxoipson, Tuomas, Kingston upon Hull, Jeweller Feb 1 Middlemiss & Pearce, 
ton upon Hull 
Russti., Cuantorre, Birmingham Dec 24 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 
Sanvys, Emtzy, Pau-Basses, Pyrénées, France Dec 31 Hunters & Haynes, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Scorruam, Joun Ho.ttoway, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Draper Dec24 Jaques & Sons, 


Sisvatp, Joun, Llanidloes, Montgomery, Grocer Jan 31 Davies, Aberystwyth 


Srnoat, Rovext, Neweastle upon Tyne, Pawnbroker Jan9 Nicholson & Martin, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
Sransack, Joun, Exeter, Licensed Victualler Dec18 Petherick & Sons, Exeter 





STAFrForD, Witram, Gloucester Dec8l Ballard, Oxford 


Srrovup, Maria, Upper Chute, Wilts Dec 23 neonate Gs, i Andover 

Tayor, Jaxx Exizasetn, Levenshulme, Manchester Jan9 Snowdon & Co, Leeds 

Tuomasson, Lucas, Hatfield, Herts Jan20 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st 

Turner, Heyny, Herne Bay, Draper Jan9 Attwater, Stratford 

Tustrx Joux, Worcester, Grocer Dec 24 Jacques & Sons, Birmingham 

Viviax, Hon Joux Avaany, Penmaen RSO, Glam Jan 10 Hunters & Haynes, New #1, 
n’s inn mm 


eeek, Ewa, Chester Jan9 Wright & Appleton, Wigan 

Boren, Wests, euiidest on Ge Stan Guaing, Merchant Jan 5 Spyer o* 
London Gazette.—Tvtspay, Dec. 13. 

Aypersox, Joun, Oldham Jan10 Sixsmith, Oldham 

Bramatt, Josera, Worrall, nr Sheffield, Coal Merchant Feb1 Fernell, Sheffield 

Bnoapey, Joun, Stretford, Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper Feb1 Lingards, Manchester 

Cuarmax, Hanniet, Duke st, 8t James Jan 81 Fallows & Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand | 


| Deacon, Cuartes Rosent, Faringdon, Berks, Saddler Jan 10 Crowdy & Gon, 


Faringdon 
Renee, Soenen, ‘Westerham, Kent, Licensed Victualler Feb 1 Hores& Co, Lincoln's 


Evenert, Josgru, Norwich Jan 10 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Exuey, Many, Batley, York Jan9 Iveson & Macaulay, Heckmondwike 

Fetiows, Cuances, Bristol, Beer Retailer Jan 14 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Furness, Jane, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 14 (Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Furness, Saran, Manchester Jan 2 Neal, Sheffield 

Gauis, Jony, Lytham, Lancaster Jan 10 Weston & Co, Manchester 

Hanpaway, Henry, Brentford Jan@0 Ruddle & Winter, Southampton bidg= 

Hayrox, Wittiam Parrinson, Rainhill, Lancaster, Chemist Dee 31 — & Strong, 


Hoare, {sa Stoke Newington Jan 25 Miles, Fulbrook rd 
Hoimes, Jonas, Bradley, nr Huddersfield, Farmer Jan 14 Armitage & Co» 


How1sox, Gzorak Tuomas Wituiam, Abergavenny Dec 31 Gardners, Abergavenny 
Licnt, Herxy Juria, Weston super Mare Jan2 Clark, Bristol © 

Marwer, Saran, Leamington Dec #1 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 

Minocaros, Hastinos Natuanikt, Bradford Peverel, Dorset Jain % MidMeton, 


Mi..er, Brick Auas, South Kensington Feb1 Miller & Co, Savile row 
Nicnouzs, EpwArp, Ashfield, near Sydney, New South Wales Jan 19 Stones & Co 


Norve.t, Gzonce, Weston super Mare Jan 31 Webster, 
Owens, Joux, Rochester ter, Camden rd Jan 7 Devonshire & Co, Frederick's pl, Old 


ee... WF MaAxcanet, South Hayling, Southampton Jan 16 Gray & Co, Staple tin 
Parsons, Henry, Keymer, Sussex Jan 31 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Paterson, Joux, Australian avenue Jan13 Curwen, South sq, Gray’s inn 

ParteNpEN, Hester, Leytonstone Jan 12 James,& James, Ely pl 

Pret, Euma Tueresa, Paddington Jan10 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Panag, Westen 2 Little Haven, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler Jan 4 Eaton & Co, 


Pusey, Jous, Gutoombe, Somerset Jan 5 Webber-Incledon & Alms, Minehead 

Rensuaw, Henny, Mansfield, Nottingham, General Dealer Jan 24 Bryan, Mansfield 

Rosinxsox, Taronoim, Middlesborough, Builder Feb 1 Robsun, Middlesborough 

Rornwext, Joy, Elton within Bury Jan 28 Howarth, Bury 

Roxsy, Avevsta Mania, Clapham Jan 14 Turner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SEwE.L, Wit.iaM, Camberwell New ra Jan13 Houghton '& Son, New Broad st ~ 

Smurrn, Josten, Worthing Feb1 Slater, Finsbury pavement 

Suirn, Savinre, “ Hendra,” Launceston, Cornwall Jan $1 Béll & Ingoldsby; Louth 

Sowensy, Joux Epwix, Halifax Jan17 Humphreys & Hirst, Halifax — , 

Sryix, Emma Henmizrra, Cambridge st, Hyde Park, March 1 Bannister & Co, Jolin st, 
Bedford row 

Tuompsox, AL¥RED Joux, Brecknock rd, Builder Jan 17 Patey, Finsbury 6q 

Tavny, Guorncx Newmay, Kentish Town Jan 10 Bannister & Co, John st, Bedford row 

Tunser, Henny Stacey, Moss Bide, nr Manchester, Clerk Jan 14 Wragg, Manchester 

Wiirnas, wom, Rosser Wsiont, Bordeaux, France, Wine Merchant Feb 1 Blozam & Go, 


Witsox, Many, Whitby, York Jan 14 Buehannan & Sons, Whitby 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
Lenton Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AbkanAms, Naritan, Cheetham, Manchester, Cabinet 
Maker r Pet Decl4 Ord Dee 14 

Attay, Aizxanpes Dunsaz, Great Russell om High 
Court Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 


Batty, Jonatuan Wi..iaM, Japensten, Licensed Victualler 
Preston Deo 12 Ord Deol 


8 
Baxrer, heap or od coens Hartebury, Worcester, Com- 
mission Kidderminster Dec 9 Ori Deod 
Bevcugn, etane Macuty, Forest Hill, Grover Green- 
wich Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Raguwven BY, Rey (Addingha, Yorks, Farmer Brad- 


Borytoy, eae Burak, Grover Burnley Pet Nov 24 
OrdDeci2 aa 


Biowy, Cuartts Fiemme, Bowness on on Windermere, Hotel 

: Keeper Kendal Pet Dec 14 Ord Det 14 

ASTELL, Jouw BAcktovsz, Carshali Surrey, Cycle 
Agent Croydon, Pet Dec 12 Ord Des ia” 

Cage, 3 = e, om Plumber Southampton 

iv 

Ctovpspate, Titomas ll Woopsurwe, Windermere 

Kendal "Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 12 . 





Gore, ALseft, Gunton, Cardiff, Builder Cuatdiff Pet 


ov 


Crocker, Epyunp, Modbury, Devon, Builder Plymouth 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 13 
Crossy, Jonny CHARLES, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 18 
Crosizrn, Jonn Matraew, West 1, Watchmaker 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 1 
Leather Factor 


Deevey, Tuomas Anruvur, Nort 
ti N P Le Nov ALK Ord 10 
1BB0, THOMAS sover, 
Dee 12’ Ord Deci2 


Pet 
Duckett, Fiscu’n, eee, Glass Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Dee 13 


Soria, Became Builder High Court Pet 
Bersgrin asses finaen, ahi ih vn. deel 
DWAR ARY IZABETH. 

Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 18’ : 


Geos, Ernest ALBeht, wire st, Trunk Manu- 
- facturer High Court Pet 14 Ord Dee 14 
Greer, = mye Insutance Agent Oldham Pet 


Hanns | BH +d Devonport, Inventor Plymouth 

H ty: Ord Dec fa Lancs, Grocer Pet 

ODKEINSON, 

- Deo? "Grd Deo 18 by as 

OWARD, Everett Freperic, Norwich, Builder Norwich 
Pet Dec12 Ord Dec12 





Humrurtys, Racuit, Abtslers, Oot Coffee Tavern Keepet 
—— ro Aart Rov say Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale 
hes Fisherman Plymouth 
Jonxs, Pewsey, Anglesey, Miller Behgot 
Joxxs, Huon, Rhyl, Builder Bangor Pet Deo 12 
Kraxuam, eaaat, Bolton, Carter Bolton Pet Dec 14 
Liaapar, Some Guy Eviurs, Hide Pash gst, Engineer. High 
MoBuerarns Bisa, Liverpok Vietualler ene 
PR on Deis 
Pet Nov 19. 


Jos, Rx pan 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 





19 Ond Dee 14 ‘ane 


MACK, Key: Hatter Ashton 
a Coy DOL] - Capa 
prietor Dec 13 Ord Dec 
Ovor, 1 ae, Yorks, Hairdrester York Pet 
Pore Savers Fiaresn, Cophinll, Baier Plymouth 
Poxos, Peran, Great , Fish Buyer Great Grimsby 


; 
sé 
Perrys | 
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Paice, Samver, Old Hill, Staffs Dudley Pet Dec13 Ord 
Dec 13 


Renwsixz, Rovenick Locax Sumumennecr, Castleford, Yorks, 
Schoolmaster Wakefield Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Sovrucotr, Jouxn Tromas, Exeter, Forage Dealer Ex-ter 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Straxronv, Greonrce, Wolverhampton, Fruiterer Wolver- 
hampton Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

Sreruens, Tuomas, Southsea, Shirt Manufacturer 
mouth Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 14 

Srracnuay, Tom Eowanp Groves, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec10 
Orc 10 

Surcu, Hestor, Platt Bridge, 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 

Turxer, Lewis James, Hornsey High Court 
Ord Dec 14 

Vauiney, Giproy, 


Ports- 


nr Wigan, Grocer Wigan 
Pet Doe 14 


Hudderstield, Plumber Huddersfield 


Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Wart Cuarves, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec18 Ord 
Dec 18 

Wuirmarsu, Eowarp, Plymouth, Aérated Water Manu- 
facturer Plymouth Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Wincatr, Witttam Anxperson, Laceby. Lines, Saddler 
(ireat Grimsby Pet Dec10 Ord Dee 10 


Wricut, Jous Joseru, Brighton, Builder Pet 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Amended notice substitued for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 25: 
Jouns, Witi1aM, Lianbradach, Glam, Boot Dealer 
pridd Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
ended notice substituted for omg 
London Gazette of Dec 
Totrennam, Beresrorp Parrick Srvart ie nToN Lortus, 
\ ictoria st High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Dec 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Basistgr, Axx, Lincoln, Silk Mercer Dec 23 at 11.30 
Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Braomont, Hexry Snearp, Mirfield, Yorks, Commission 
Agent Dec 23at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Beuiis. Avranam, Rhosllanerchrugog, Denbigh, Clerk 
Dec 23 at 10.45 The Priory, Wrexham 

Broapiey, Jouxn Wi.1am, Bridlington, Grocer Dec 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Cuant, J, Stockbridge, Hants, Plumber Dec 29 at 3 30 


Brighton 


Ponty- 
F meen in the 


Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 

Cuurcnarp, Wavrer, Sheffield, Joiner Dec 23at12 Off 
Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Coorr, Tuomas, Eagle, Lincs, Tailor Dec 23 at 12 Off 


Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Courtyry, Greorur Henry, Southend on Sea, Boot Dealer 
Dec 23rt3 Off Bec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Dix, Wittiam Epwakp, Epsom, Surrey, Publican Dec 23 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Eppit, Roser, Islington, Builder Dec 23 at 11 

ptey bldgs, Carey st 

lenrox, Tuomas, Leicester, Hotel Proprietor Dec 23 at 
12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st Barrow in Furness 

Gems, Ernest Apert, Wigmore st, Cavendish sq, Trunk 
Manufacturer Dec 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

GreENwoop, WILLIAM, Woolscott, Warwick 

ff Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Gregory, Ben Tuomas, Dover, Fruiterer Jan 5 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

GrwskEner, Sotomon, Treharris, Glam, Furoiture 
Dec 23 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hory, Epwix, Ormskirk, Lancs, Smallware Dealer Dec 
28 at 230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Dec 23 at 12 


| Lovert, Samurt, Manor Park, Essex High Court Pet 
Oct1 Ord Dec 10 : : 
Mappick. Frank Atrrep Gorvoy, Pimlico High Court 


Dealer | 


Hucxersy, Evizasetu Any, and Annie Maria Huckersy, | 


Newark upon Trent, Milliners Dec 23 at IL 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Hupsoy, Suaw, and Wavtrer Rorueray, Bradford, Com- 
mission Weavers Dec 23 at 11 Off Rec Chmbrs, 31, 
Manor-row, Bradford 


Otf Ree, 


Hucues, James, Carnarvon, Upholsterer Dec 23 at 3 | 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Kinxnay, Ricuarp, Tong, Bolton, Carter Dec 23 at 3 
16 Wood st, Bolton 


Mipvurto0n, Freperick James, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk 
23 at11 Off Rec, an House lane, Hull 
MoreGax, George Thomas, sybwl, nr Pontypridd, 

idler Dec 23 at3 135, Hi nigh se, Merthyr Tydfi 
Oars, Joszru, Walkley, Sheffield, General Dealer Dec 23 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shettield 
Oppy, Epvwrx, Harrogate, Yorks, Hairdresser Dec 28 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Foxon. Perer, Great Grimsby, Fish Buyer Lec 23 at 11 
Off 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 
SranprivGs, Wii.iAm, Chichester, Saddler Dec 
Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 
Wart, Tuomas Canavan, Haverfordwest, Cycle Dealer 
Dec 24 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


23 at 3 


Wirwiams, Horatio, Euston rd, Marble Mason Dec 23 at 
12 Bankru tey bldgs, Carey st 
Woop, Henry Wim, Dover, Butcher Jan 5 at 9 Off 


Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Wres, James, Newbridge on Wye, Radnor, Builder Dec 
23 at 12.45 Llanelwedd Arms Hotel, Builth 

Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 13: 

Arovius, Mary Exizapern (née James), Acock’s Green, 
‘Warwick, Dressmaker Dec 21 at 11 174, Corporation 
st, Birmingham 


Apercromsit, GeorGe, Beverley, Hosier’s Assistant Dec 
20 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, H 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apranams, Naruay, Cheetham, Manchester, Cabinet | 
Maker Manchester Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 14 . 
Hig 


Apiam, ALEXANDER Dunpar, Great Russell st 
Court Pet Leci3 Ord Dec 13 
Aprcuius, Mary Exvizapetu (née James), Acock’s Green, 


do Dressmaker Birmingham Pet Novy 4 Ord 
Dec 1 
Basen Josrru, Mile Endrd High Court Ord Sept 24 


Pet Dec 13 
Barry, Joxnarnay Wititdm, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler 
Preston Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 
Addingham, York, Farmer Brad- 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Buiacxsurn, WILLA, 
ord 


| Brown, Cuar es Fiemine, Bowness on Windermere, Hotel 


| 


Boyyton, Epwarp, Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet Nov % 
12 


Ord Dec 


Keeper Kendal Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

Buaeincr, Joux, Moorgate st, Advertising Agent High 
Court’ Pet Nov 28 Ord Dee 12 

Bursanp, Haray, Victoria st, Wine Merchant “High Court 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 10 

Castrecy, Joun Backunovuss, Carshalton, Surrey, Cycle Agent 
Croydon Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 





Cragg, Wii.iaM, sen, Faringdon, Bute, Furniture Dealer 
Swndon Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 18 

Crosny, Joun Cuar.es, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet 
Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 

Dere.ey, Tuomas Artur, eramgton, Leather Factor | 


Northampton Pet Nov 30 Urd Dec 10 

Dinno, Tuomas, Bolsover. Derby, Brickeetter Chesterfield 
Pe *t Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 | 

Harris. Witt1aAm Grorce, Devonport, Inventor Plymouth 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Hixrox, Hexry, Wem, Salop, Miller Shrewsbury Pet 
Dee 2 Ord Dec 12 

Hopxixson, James, Hindley, Lancs, Grocer Wigan Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 13 

Howanp, Evererr Fareperic, Norwich, Builder Norwich 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 | 

Hiweureys, Racnet, Aberdare, Coffee Tavern Keeper | 
Aberdare Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 | 

Isurrwoop, Arraur Epwarp, Rochdale, Grcecer Rochdale | 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


Jon, Ricnarp, Brixham, Devon, Fisherman Plymouth | 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Kinxuam, Ricnarp, Tong, Bolton, Carter Bolton Pet 


Oec 12 Ord Dec 13 


Pet June 24 Ord Dee 10 

Morcas, Daniet, Southsea, Farmer 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 12 

Oppy, Epwix, Harrogate, Yorks, Hairdresser York Pet 
Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Pexter, Naruanier, Polruan, Cornwall, Builder Ply- 
mouth Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Poxon, Ferrer, Gt Geimaby, Fish buyer GtGrimsby Pet 
Dec 9 Ord Dec 

Price, Samvet, Old Hill, Staffs Dudley Pet Dec 18 Ord 
Nec 13 

Pricketr, Joun ALrrep, Birmingham, Tailor 
ham Pet Nov 4 Ord Dec 12 

Provr, Hargy Saint Criair, Chard, Somersets, Printer 
Taunton Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Resize, Ropertox Logan SummeRsELL, Castleford, Yorks, 
Schoolmaster Wakefield Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Savuir, Atrrep, Shepshed, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 9 

Srayxpripae, WitiAm, Chichester, Saddler Brighton Pct 
Nov 23 Ord Dec 13 

SranrorD, GEorGE etree 5 ye Fruiterer Wolver- 
hampton Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

SrerneNs, Tuomas, Southeea, Shirt Manufacturer Ports- 

mouth Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 14 
Leeds Pet Dec 


Srracuay, Tom Eowarv Groves, Leeds 
10 Ord Dec 10 

Sutty, Jouy, Bethnal Green High Court Pet Oct 11 
Ord Dec 10 

Surcu, Hester, Platt Bridge, nr Wigan, Grocer Wigan 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Tansiey, Gzorce, Coventry, Cycle Manufacturer Coventry 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec 14 

Tay1or, Roser, Shaw, nr Oldham, Coal Merchant Oldham 


Pet May 21 Ord Dee 14 
Taomas, Cecite, Regent st High Court Pet Nov1 Ord 
2 


Newpoit and Ryde 


Birm ing- 


Dec 1 

Tuomsox, Grorce ALEXANDER, ponelton, Kent Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Oct8 Ord Dec 13 

Tvurrer, Tuomas Wittiam, Wandsworth, Cycle Tyre 
Manufacturer Wandsworth Pet June 28 rd Dec 12 

TurNer, Lewis James, Hornsey High Court Pet Dec 14 
Ord Dee 14 

Vavurrey, Gipeon, Huddersfield, Plumber Huddersfield 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 


Wuirmarsu, Epwaxp, Plymouth, Aérated Water Manu- 
facturer Plymouth Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Wincare, Wittiam AnprERson, Laceby, Linca, Saddler Gt 
Grimsby Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Womack, Georae, Castle st, Oxford +% Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Waricut, Joun Josern, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 14 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Nov 25: 

Jouns, Witi1aM, Lilanbradach, Glam, Boot Dealer Ponty- 

pridd Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Loudon Gazette.—Tvurspvay, Dee. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ALEXANDER, JAcos, rd, Fruiterer High Court 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 1 

Bartow, GEorGE, Ticklerton, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet Dec6 Ord Decl 

Brapine, Joun Mipi a. Ryde, I W, Tailor Newport 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Brown, James Hancreaves, Stretford, nr Manchester, 
Builders’ Merchant Salford Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 


Cooke, Cuartes, sen, and CaarLes Cooke, jun, Clapton 
ag Corn Dealers High Court Pet bee 12 Ord 
«ec 
Dowpine, Epwix, Battersea High Court Pet Oct 4 
Ord Dec 16 


FArqunarson, Dearest. potniam, Draper Edmonton 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 

Fou : HER, GEORGES yn xs, Wood Green High Court 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Grorce, Moses, Oreton, Salop, Collier Kiddermiuster 
Pet Dec oo Ord sed Stock Jobb 

GRAMSHAW, H, Angel ct, Stoc obber igh Court 
Pet t Sept 3 Ord Dec 16 _ 

Harrison, Marks, Briggate, Tailor Leeds Fet Dec 16 
Ord Dec 16 








Horwoop, Freperick Writram, Eastwood, Eesex, Can 
penter High Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Hossack, Josep, Liverpool, Marine Surveyor Liverpool 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Jacons, Harry Isaac, Folkestone, Insurance Agent Canter 
bury Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Joxes. Moncan Henry, Brecon, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Jones, Tuomas Jerrries, Worcester, Leather Manufas- 


turer Worcester Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Ler, Atrrep Heyry, Bedminster, Baker Bristol Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Marrix, Atserr Epwarp, Gorleston, pra Grocer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 


Mi.rs, Gzorce Epmunp, Coventry, Butcher — Pe 
De: 17 Ord Dee 17 

Morrariee, Tuomas, Berwick upon Tweed, wae Merchant 
Newcastle on ‘Tyne Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 

Norman, Joun Tuomas, Cheltenham C “tae bl Pet Dec 
15 Ord Dec 15 


' 
Otpreive, Joux, Blackawton, Devon, Farmer Plymouth 


Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Patmer, Ricnarp Rossiter, Epsom, ag a Insurance 
Agent Croydon Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 1 

Pavey, Wittiam, Winchmore bill, Builder : aS Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Puetays, Epwarp Drckiay, wetineam, Watchmaker 
Nottingham Pet Dec17 Ord I 

Riveway, Epwarp, Ashby de la Zouch, Builder Burton 
on Trent Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee <4 

Rosrysoy, Epwix Hersert, Eastleigh, Hants, Ironmonger 
Southampton Pet Dec15 Ord ec 15 

Saunpers, Frank, Brewood, nr Wolverham age Latch- 
maker Wolverhampton Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 15 

Sovruwoop, Cuar.es, Ellacombe, Torquay, Baker Exeter 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Sumner, Witiam, Bexhill, Shopfitter Hastings Pet Deci¢é 
Ord 16 


Dec 
Tuoryxs, Joun, Dewsbury Dewsbury Pet Dec 15 Ord 
Dec 15 
Townsenp, Cuartes Henry, Hayle, Cornwall Truro 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Vine seeeee, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 1 Onl 
16 
Wan, “JAMES, Leeds, Farmer Leeds Pet Dec 16 Onl 
© 16 
Wuitr, Everarp, Earl’s Court, Architect High Court 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 15 
Wuirr, Tuomas, Waunwen, Swansea, Mason Swanses 


Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Woop, Isaac, Darwen, Boot Maker Blackburn Pet Deci5 
Ord Dee 15 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 13: 
Lapven, Frank Avoysivs, Acton Brentford Pet Nov 24 
Ord Dec 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLAN, ALEXANDER Dunpar, Great Russell st, Bedford 
sq Dec28ati11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Asranams, Naruan, Cheetham, Sadat, ea Maker 
Dec 30 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches 


ALEXANDER, Jacon, Edgware rd, Fruiterer 3 "29 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
B *« - 2: Pisco as, Baildon, York, Farmer Dec 29 at ll 


Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Bar pend Wicuiam, Ticklerton, Salop, Haulier Dec 2 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 42, 8t John’s-hill, Shrewsbury 
Baxnes, G E, Clapham, Cycle Manufacturer Dec 30 at 12 
24, Railway app, London bridge 
Buiacksurn, WitiiaAm, Addingham, Yorks, Farmer Dec 30 
at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor-row, Bradford 
Brown, James HARGREAVES, Stretford, nr Manchester, 
Builders’ Merchant Dec 30 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 
CiarK, WILLIAM, sen, Faringdon, Berks, Furniture Dealer 
30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 46, CrickJade st, windon 
Cooke, A teat Es, sen, and CHARLES Cook, jun, Wal 
stow, Corn Dealers Dec 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Crook, Pe TER, Liverpool, Law Stationer Dee 28at1 Of 
, 35, Victoria st, Live: | 
Crossy, “ag Cuar.es, Bradford, Grocer Dec 30 at 19 
Off 31, Manor-row, Bradford 
Davigs, Wit 1AM Bensamin, Swansea, Labourer Dec 30 ab 
12 Off Rec, 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Disso, Tuomas, Bolsover, Derby, Bricksetter Jan 20 at 
1.30 Angel Hotel, Chestertield 
Dowpine, Epwiy, Battersea Dec 29 at 1 Bankruptey 
, Carey st 
Hopk1nsox, James, Hindley, Lancs, Grocer Dec 29 at il 
16, ‘Wood st, Bolton 
Howanp, Everett Freperick, Norwich, Builder Dec 3 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
- sTwaiT, WiLL1AM Parsons, Rushden, Tailor 
Jones, Tuomas Jervnies, Worcester, Leather Manufacturet 
Dec 29 at 11 im rs mhagen st, Worcester 
Kay, cm Blac aged, t Dealer Dec 29at3 Off Ree, 
14, hapel st, Preston 
Ke.iey, Cuartes Aucustixe, Lower Wolvercote, Oxford 
Dec 28 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
er % Uaee Holloway Dec 28 at 12 Bankruptcy 
ldgs, y st 
Lowe, Toomas Epwarp, eaten Dec 30 at 11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingh 
Ma.iapar, Henserr J, —_ pool, Provision Merchant 
Dec 29 at 10,30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Ouiver, WittiAm Henry, Senge, Canvasser Dec 3 a 
12.30 Ship Hotel, Bango: 
Rosixson, Epwin Herpest, n Eastleigh, Hants, Ironmonget 
Dec Southam 


29at 2.45 Off Ree, 172, Hi; pton 
Sourucorr, Joux Tuomas, Exeter, Dealer Jan 4as 
10% Off Rec, 13, ord pte eter 


Sovruwoop, Cuartes, Ellacombe, Torquay, Baker Jan 4 
at 10.45 Off Rec, 14, ag ong Exeter 

Svencer, Wiit1AM, Rushden, Plumber 

ftreruENs, Thomas, Southsea, ehirt mag yy Dec 30 
at 3 : Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Porte 
mouth 

Surtcu, Hesrer, Platt Bridge, nr Wigan, Grocer Dec 28 ab 
11 16, Wood st, Bolton 





—= 








Jon: 
Jon! 
Jon 
Jos! 


Kay 








398. 

—= 

“pe Car. 
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Tnogin Avnet Gr GeRa.p, Wasim Green Dec 28 at 1: 12 


ToTTENHAM, 4 fe ak phd « Srvart Cricutron Lortus, 
Victoria st Dec 29at12 Bankruptcy bldgs. st 
Wai, CuaRL +7 Leeds, Grocer Dec 29 at 12 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 

Wurtmarsu, Epwarp, Plymouth, Aerated Water Manu- 
facturer Dec 29 at1l 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 
Wickuam, Witiiam Ric eae Kensington Dec 29 at 11 

Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wixcate, Wittiam ] en ball Laceby, Lincs, Saddler 
Dec 30 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Womack, Georot, Castle st, Oxford st, I ore Victualler 
Dec 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s 
Wai ut, Joun Josern, Brighton, Bui! P ae 29 at 3 
ff Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bastow, Witi1am, Ticklerton, nr Church tien, Salop, 
Haulier Shrewsbury Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 1 

Besmes, GE, Clapham, & Cycle Manufacturer Westeeesth 

Jot 26 Ord Dec 8 

a. pd Harcreaves, Stretford, nr Manchester, 
Builders’ Merchant Salford Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Brownz, Tuomas Henry, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
Horse Dealer Leicester Pet Aug 12 Ord Dec 16 

Cuanxt, J, Stockbridge, Hants, Plumber Southampton 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 17 

Crook, Perer, Liverpool, Law Stationer Liverpool Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Dec 17 


Grorcr, Moses, Oreton, Salop, Colli r Kidderminster Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
Harrison, Marks, Briggate, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet 


Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Hossack, Josern, Fairfield, Liverpool, Marine Surveyor 
Liverpool Pet Dec 16 ‘Ord Wee 16 
Joxes, Hersert Huu, Bradford on Avon, Grocer Bath 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec 15 
Joxes, Hucu, Rhyl, Flints, Builder Bangor Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 15 


Joxss, Morcan Henry, Brecon, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Joxes, Toomas Jerrrigs, Worcester, Leather Manufacturer 
Worcester Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
Kay, Jouy, Blackpool, Boot Dealer Preston Pet Oct 25 
Ord 
Bristol Pet 


Dec 17 
Lez, ALFRED weeny, Bedminster, Baker 


Dec 15 Ord Dec 

Marrix, ALBERT Sis Gorteston, Norfolk, Grocer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Mites, Grorce Epmuunp, Coventry, Butcher Coventry | 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Morrat_eer, Tuomas, Berwick upon Tweed. Wine Mer- 
chant Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Nx —~ =— ck, Birming’ Birmingham Pet Dec 13 
Or 

Norway, Joun Tuomas, Cheltenham Cheltenh Pet 
Dec 15 ce 15 

Ouprrive, Jouy, Blackawton, Devon, Farmer Plymouth 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Pavey, Wittiam, Winchmore hill, Builder Edmonton 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

oo " Epwarp Deckian, Nottingham, Watchmaker 

tingham Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

oe. w a Spwakp, Ashby dela Zouch, Builder Burton on 
Trent Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Rosixson, Epwin Hersert, Eastleigh, Hants, Ironmonger 
Southampton Pet Dec 15 O:d Dec 15 

Saunvers, Frank, Brewood, nr Wolverham i per Latch- 
maker Wolverhampton Pet Dec 14 

Soromons, Lewis, Knightrider st, Fur Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 15 

Sovruwoop, CuaR.es, Ellacombe, Torquay, Baker Exeter 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Srzvenson, Hensy, ee, Shopfitter Birmingham 


Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 1 
a Joux, hana’ Dewsbury Pet Dec 15 Ord 
Jec 15 
Leeds Pet Dec 16 Ord 
Boot Maker Blackburn 





West, James, Leeds, Farmer 
Dec 16 


Woop, Isaac, Darwen, Lanes, 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Buttey, Freperic Arraux Geronos, Colchester, out of 
business chester Adjud April 29, 1892 Ann 
Dec 14, 1898 
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Title under = Act of 1897. 
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01 
Allowanes made for Old Editions of above Works and for 
other Law Books that have any Value. 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 


LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-ST., LONDON, W.C. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 








Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Cogn eed Bepetts and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


UT-OF-PRINT BOOKS SUPPLIED.— 
Please state wants. New Books supplied, 34. in 1s. 
discount. Haydn’s Dictionary of Dates, 9s. 6d., new, 
— 1ks., carriage free. Catalogues free. Books 
ught.--Tax Ho.ttayp Company, Booksellers and Pub- 
— Cherry-street, ean 





ME: CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 
B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of “Smith’s Common Law,” 
continues to PREPARE, personally or in small classes, 
for the Bar, and for Oxford, Cambridge, and Durham 
Legal Examinations. 

Mr. C. Spurling sent up 44 pupils for the Bar Examina- 
tions of 1897, of whom 39 passed. June, 1898, B.C.L. (Ox- 
ford), gained by a pupil. 

Address, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


tbs COUNTRY SOLICITORS.— Solicitor 

with practical experience in formation of Companies 
is Willing to act as London Agent for the purpose of ad, 
vising on and settling memorandum. articles, and con- 
tracts for moderate usive fee. =~ —7_* care of 
Messrs. nell & Son, Advertisement Offices, 44, Chan- 
cery-lane, moa, w. é. 


W ANTED, Clerkship in ‘eiten Office 

doing Admiralty business, by young Solicitor, 
varied experience, unadmitted, articled in City office, 
living at Gravesend. aeely, gana, , Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








WANTED, a competent and cnseaitio 

} pena mer —. about Ot, copatite of taking 
charge of conveyanci epartmeat aad company work in 
a City solicitor’s office ; unadmitted man preferred ; 
highest Jo nage as to character necessary.—Address 
sta’ calary required, W., care of J. W. Vickers, 5, 
Ni -lane, E 





RIENT COMPANY’S 
CRUISES. 
The Steamship “ LUSITANIA,” 3,912 tons register, 
Will leave London (Tilbury) 11th January 
For the WEST INDIES and BERMUDA, 
And arrive back in London 13th March, 1999, 
Mi dalersg tate St, atalal TaNARIETE 
etnies f= SANTA CRUZ, ICA, CUBA 


(Santiago), BERMODA, and MADEIR RA. 
afloat in the West Indies is most like a glorious 


PLEASURE 








HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
eraser, and 57, Cuanina-cross, Loxpox. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


ea 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE = MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 





ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 


ESTABLISHED 16. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER #&@ SHEPHEARD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY PRINTERS. 


PaguiaMENTARY Bitis, Mixvres or Evivence, Books or 
Reregence, STATEMENTS Or CLAIM, ANswuns, &c., 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 
NEWSPAPERB. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing—large or small, 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


27, CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS - « = £10,009,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,004, 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CUBRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minionues snanthihy belamess, when ast oown below @ £100. 


STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 
sold for customers. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
Small Deposits received, andInterest allowed monthly on 


“The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with particulars, post 


free. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Taatapee No. pr hk Ho.sory. 


Law W: 























and at such a time—when yachts and steam launches 
are laid up at home—the trip should be taken.” 

The ss. ORIENT, 5,635 tons register, will make the next 
Cruise to SICILY, CYPRUS, PALESTINE, EGYPT, 
&c., leaving London 15th February, and arriving back 
uth April. 

Managers : F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices : Fenchurch-avenue, 


For passage apply to the ntter Game ot & Fench 
avenue, London, London. B.0. wie t GoW catad Breneh One 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL rysvrance company 
tmurrep, FIRE, 
Established 1808. 

1, Ola E.C., 22, Pall : 

2 eae, 8.W., and 47, 

Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 





Address: “* Brax Beck, Loxpox.” Cate 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1888. 


AUTHORITY. 








Bvery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
req' i ; 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
MEMORANDA and OFr hw gen 
* | spent peated at in the form oor 
CHEQ' ved and 
SEALS aetgned tos J ecutet. ed. No Ch for Skotebe 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, a E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’ 
PO mn 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


THE ORGAN OF BOTH BRANCHES OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION. 


Established 1857. Published every Friday. Price 6d. 
The First Number of Volume XLII1. published November Sth, 1898. 





Of the general contents of the Jovrnat the following statement will afford some idea :— 


cunnay. TOPICS—LEADING ARTIOLES—REPORTS OF CASES OF THE WEEK (furnished by Barristers in the various Cou 

—REVIEWS OF NEW LAW BOOKS—CORRESPONDENCE ON MATTERS OF PROFESSIONAL INTEREST—NEW RULES 

AND ‘ORDERS, WITH EXPLANATIONS OF THEIR EFFECT — PENDING LEGISLATION — LEGISLATION OF THE 

YEAR—APPOINTMENTS AND OBITUARY — REPORTS OF MEETINGS AND PROCEEDINGS OF LAW SOCIETIES) 

A careful Summary is given of all the Legal News of the week, and special attention is bestowed on furnishing early copies of all New Rulegj 
Orders and Court Papers. 


THE WEE RL YW REPORTER. 
Established 1852. Published every Friday. Price 6d. 


The Weexty Rerorrer contains full reports of the facts, arguments, and judgments in all the important cases decided in the House a 

Lords, the Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, each of the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of Bankruptcy. Every effort is made t 

ublish the reports as edily after the decision of a case as possible. Subscribers to the Weexty Rerorrer receive a copy of the Annual 
Digest, and a copy of all the important statutes of the year. 


The First Number of Volume XLVII. published November Sth, 1898. 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 


a and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper 52s., post-free; Single: 
umber, Is. , 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s.; by post, 28s.; Foreign, 30s. 4d.; Single Number, 6d, 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s.; Country or Foreign, 28s.; Single Number, 6d. 


*,* The JOURNAL and REPORTER can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current volumes can be supplied. 
Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. VILLERs. 


OFFICE: 27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
ORDHR FORM 














Please send the Souictrors’ JournaL and Werxty REPORTER from. 


until countermanded. I enclose cheque for == my Subscription 
Sor _ _____ months, 





To the Publisher of Tux Soxscrrors’ Jovrnat and Wxzexty Rezrorrer. 








© 60 GUINEAS 


mune om = (BRAND & COS | 
DALRYMPLE HOME, SPECIALTIES | (So 001 SHIP.CONWAY, 
oe Sten ote ta For INVALIDS.| gp BpsSy soi “OFFICERS: 


R. WELSH MAN faded Daprntndet ESSENCE OF BEEF, THE CAPT. AT.MILLER.R.M 


pat ; aa a NUTRITIOUS. | 
TREATMENT of INABRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS’ BEEF TEA, E Pp E S IC 
HIGH SH OT T HOUSE, MEAT JUICE, dc, GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
for Genttiemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, | Of ali Chemists and Grocers. CO O C QO f 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Metical Superintendent, | BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 


. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. } Bag.) WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, S.W. "BREAKFAST— —SUPPER. — al 








INEBRIETY. pes!) 18 PICCADILLY \AMONDS 3, PEARY Valuatio. 
ign Bae Saran v COLD JEWELLERY S, ve 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. | ~ AS <2 ink PLATE MEDALS + LEGAL ¢ 4 
oie HOME FOR LADIES. | ‘a rs ae PROFESSION, 


iste sey J. eae Zoe OS ‘ =" — Ree PROBATE, & 
pee Excellent , Se - e:.. 7 > 14 OO! PROMPTITUD 


“he hee Paced particulars 
a “the Pritielpal LOW CHARGES. 





ourte) 
ULES a 
THE 

TIES, 
Rules, 





